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CHAPTIR I

SCOPZ AND MITHOD

1. Purpose and Relevance of Inquiry

The office of the lieutenant governor in most states might
be perceived as a governmental limbo. This is due in large
part to the lack of legal authority in the office itself,

That the office of the lieutenant governor gene:rally con-
tains very little constitutional or statutory powers is an un-
contested fact., It i1s possible, however, that because of his
position as a party leader or as a close associate of the gov-
ernor, the lieutenant governor would be in a position to exert
influence on the legislative process. Admittedly, this in-
fluence would be extra-le~al -- but this does not in any way
make the influence exerted less real,

The principal objectives of this study will be to deter-
mine to what extent, by whatever means, the lieutenant gover-
nor does participate in the legislative process, and to deter-

mine to what degree extra-legal factors contribute to his in-

fluence,
24 Definition of Terms
The Role of the Lieutenpant Governcr in the Legislative

Process refers to the degree to which he is an active or in-

active participant in the legislative process,.

The Legislative Process refers to all poscsible actions

that might influence lawmaking in state legislatures in the

United States.



Informal executive particirvation refers to thoce extra-
lecal activities and assistance that a lieutenant governor

can perform to aid the governor with respect to the latter's

executive functions.,

3. Theoretical Framework

The theoreticél frameworkx for this study is based on the
work of sociological theorists, As a basis for measuring the
lieutenant governor's legislativ: influence, the authority
and influence concept developed by Paul liller was used., Al=-
though primarily utilized to investigate the decision-making
process, it is well adapted to this inquiry.

Miller contends that decision-makinc depencs upon two
components -- authority and influence.

Authority consists of the rights and privileges

given certain roles and positions within the community.

For example, in every formally constituted group there

are offices which give the incumbents special priv-

ileges in making of decisions,

Miller defines influences as the "possession of attri-
butes by decision-makers which are valued as relevant by the
community at large."? These attributes consist of such social

resources as wealth, respect, morality, professional compe-

tence, organizational and idealogical skill and personality

lpaul A. Miller, 4 Comparative Analysis of the Decicion-
Making Process in Cormunitvy Organization Towards lMajor Jealth

Goalsg. (Unpublished PhD, Thesis, Michigan State College)
1953, p.21.
2Ibid., p.30.



features, Accorcing to iMiller, the derree to which the decision-
naker is a possessor of these attributes will determine the ex-
tent of his influence in the comnmunity in which he operates,

Most of the existing literature relating to the liesuten-nt
governor is confined to treatment of the constitutional and
statutory powers of the office.l A review of tihis literature
indicates that none of these studies dealt with his extra-legzal
influence on the legislative process., Generalizations in this
area of extra-legal influence can add considerably to our under-
standing of the role of the lieutenant governor in the politi-
cal process,

When asked about the lieut-nant governor's influence on
legislation, a Speaker of the House in a mid-eastern state re-
plied:

The only function of the lieutenant governor is

to rise up early, read the morning pape:rs and if he

finds that the governor hasn't died during the night --

to go back to bed!

As to the usefulness of an inquiry into the role played by
the lieutenant governor in the legislative process, the same
official opined:

In one of the lands he visited Dean Swift's

Gulliver encountered a group of scientists who were

busy at the task of extracting sunligcht from cucun-

bers. Perhaps it would be possible to extract sun-

light from cucumbers, but what in thunder would you
do with the sunlizht after you had extracted 1it?

liee Qffice of the Licutenant Governor in ithe United Siatec,

R.F, Patterson. Governnental lesearch Bureau, South Dakota, 1944.



A study of the legislative influence of the liesuten-
ant governor would be even more futile than the sunlizht
extracting experiment which Dean Swift accounts. Tor,
you see, there mizht, as we have point=d out, be somne
sunlizht in cucumbers, but as for the legislative influ-
ence of a lieutenant governor -- there just isn't any
such thing.l
This observation no doubt overstates the view that the

office of lieutenant pgovernor is relatively insignificant.
Nevertheless, the existence of this office in thirty-eight

states requires an empirical investigation to supnort or re-

ject such a finding.,

e Method of Investigation

As a method of investigating the leziclative role of the
lieutenant governor, an instrument was devised to measure the
information, advice and influence of the lieutznant governor
in relation to other elements in the legislative process.

The following list of questions comprise the lieutenant
governor's legislative participation cscale. The categories of
information, advice and influence used in this instrument are
in large measure based upon the experience of the writer, uwho
has served, since January, 1955, as the secretary to lkichigan's
lieutenant governor, Philip A. Hart. This questionnaire, ce-

signed to assess the extent of the lieutecnant zovernor's parti-

cipation in the legislative process was sent to majority and

IExcerpts of letter to author from a speaker of the Houce
in a mid-eastern state.



minority party leaders in both hous=s of thirty-six state legisla-
tures.1 An average of seven questionnaires was sent to each state
and a resvonse of 77 per cent was secured.? In those states
that have no minority party leaders, chairmen of major commit-
tees were selected to participate in the study.3

Informat , @s herein defined, measur2s the frequency witn
which the lieutenant governor's office is contacted by key leg-
islators in order to secure the following kincs of data:
1. Operations of an executive agesncy.
2. Parliamentary procedure and legislative rules.
3. The governor's position on a particular legislative measure.
4. Background and qgualifications of oroposed executive appointees,
5. The legislative position of a pressure -~roup.

As the term is used here, advice refers to the frequency
with which the lieuten~nt governor's recommendations are soucht
by key legislators on the following actions:
6. Desirability of sustainingz or overriding executive veto.
7. How to vote on a bill,
8. How to handle a bill considered by the legislator's comunittee.
9. The text of a press releacse,

10, The political effects of legislative measures,

1The names of the legislative party leaders were secured
by sending a cuestionnaire to the Legislative Leference Bureau
of each state that maintains the office of lieutenant governor,
See apnendix A for copy of questionnaire,

2See appendix B and appendix C for copies of questionnaire
and letter that accompanied 1it,

3Chairmen of important committees were selected primarily
because generally, he is a legislative leader and a person
possessing legislative authority in a particular area,



The term influvence is based on the frequency with which
the following specific actions, by the lieutenant governor,
are sought by key legislators:

11, To pass or defeat a bill in committee, or on the floor,
that the legislator was interested in,

12, To secure an assignment on or affect the meibership of a
legislative committee,

13, To secure or weaken the support of a pressure group's
position in relation to a legislative measure,

1l4. To make a parliamentary ruling favorable to the legisla-
tor's interest.

15, To confirm, disapprove, or alter the selection of an
executive appointee.

As a second stage in investigation procedure, the extent
of the lieutenant governor's extra-legal participation was re-
lated to the following variables:

1., Political composition of legislature.

2. Party status and public office experience of lieutenant
governor,

3. Informal participation by lieutenant governor in executive
process and certain biographical factors of lieutenant
governor such as age, education, occupation and group
support.

Most of the above information relatinz to the lieutenant
governor was secured by sending a questionnaire to the thirty-

six lieutenant governors included in the study. The data in

these questionnaires will be comnared to the lieutenant governor's

lMethod of scoring the questionnaire will be discussed in
Chapter III,



participation score to determine if there is a significant re-
lationship between participation and any of tne variables
listed in the questionnaire.

The material in this study is based on the assumption
that the lieutenant governor's legislative participation will
vary in each legislature due to certain social, political and
biographical factors., This basic proposition in turn sugpgests

the following hypotheses which can be tested by the data se-

cured from this investigation:

C., - ! ra- ] cisglativ n -
W a a t n legree he pacticipetes in
na s uncti Se

5. Limitation of the Study

This study appears to be the first attempt to assecs the
degree of the lieutenant governor's extra-le-al influence in
state legislative processes, The findings rest in large mea-
sure on the validity of the tools of the investigation that
have been employed., It is assumed that the legislative parti-

cipation instrument used here presents a reasonable measure of



the lieutenant governor's legisletive influence. Howevar, it
would be useful to know whether the findings support the no-
tion that the degree of legislative influence can be attri-
buted to social and biozraphical factors set forth in the
theoretical framework used in this study.

Studies, wherein findings are devised from questionnaire
data, posseses inherent limitations. The investigator hzas no
way of knowing whether the questionnaires are answered by the
proper parties, and there is also the fact that some inguiries
do not elicit a response. Also, the findings are derived
from legislative perceptions and not from direct observations,
Thus, no check on inaccurate responses is being mude.

In addition to the inherent limitation of the questionnaire
technique, there is a move serious limitation in the present
inquiry. The questionnaires usec¢ in the present investigation
were sent to the formal leaders of both houses. It is imposcible
to determine whether or not such legal legislative leadershin is
nominal or real. A more comprenencive investization would re-
guire that questionnaires be sent to all legislators. Limita-

tion of time and money, howevar, precluded such an uncertaking.

ct+

©
(=]
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For t-is reason the findingzs rest on the assumption

cant extant to

by
e

legisletive leadership corresponds to a signi
actual lezislative leadewsnip. The valicdity of such a propocsi-

tion would recguire an investigation cquite different from the



one presently being undertaken,

Other shortcomin=z of the study relate to the t-chnical
inadequacy of the measuremnent instrument it-elf, There is no
way of knowing that the components within the advice, infor-

mation or influence category are of equal importance.l

Thus,
the total acore ascribed to a given lezislator's role may

not be an accurate basis for comparison wita the role as-
cribad to anothsr lezislator. For example, the information

[}

supplied by a lieutenant covernor on a ziven piece of lenis-
lation may be more imvortant than any specific action he may
taks, Howevar, the knowl=adzs and exnerience of the writer,
nor the available literature on thz subject, cdoecs not reveal
any valid basis for discriminatins bestween there factors,

It is ascumad, however, that notwithstanding evaluative
differences within the categori~cs analyzzcd, the total sum will
¢ive a reasonably accurate baris for ascsessing the le:isla-
tor'c role. Thus, it is assumed that informetion is lers
importsnt than advice and influence more imnortant than either
advice or information., The validity or invalidity o such

a proposition cannot be cetermined within the ranze of precent

knowledze,

lsee March, James G., "Introduction to Thzory and lleasure-
ment of Influence", Amervican Pollticsl Scierce icyicw, vol. XLIX,
pp. 431-451, June 1955.
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As a background to this investigation, the office of
lieutenant governor will be placed in historical persnzctive.
Such an introduction has the purpose of discussing the origin
of the office, its basis for existence, and trends for its
adoption and abolition,

Following this introduction, an effort will be made to
measure the extra-legal lesislative participation of the
lieutenant governor,

It is hoped that the present study opens the door to
further inquiry into studies which may improve our knowledge
and understanding of particular phases of the legislative

process,



CHAPTIR II

LEGAL AUTHORITY CI" TiZ LIZUTZI:LWT GCVIELIOR

There are two views one can take about the office of
lieutenant governor, One view holds that the office should
be a device for relieving the administration and public re-
lations burdens of the governor. In this connection, the
lieutenant governor vwovld serve as a liaison between the
legislative and executive branches. Also, the office is
viewed as a focal point in orderly succession of state govern-
mental leadership.l

The other view calls for the abolition of the office as
an unnecessary governmental appendare, an anachronism, or as
a direct evidence of political featherbedding.2

The holéding of eithasr viewroint stirs little contro-
versy, but the percistence of the office in thirty-eight
states invites inquiry into the origins of the office and the
way it functions in the governmental process.

An invertigation of the origin and development of the
office supports the view that the office was created for the
sole purpose of vprovidine orderly succession to the office
of governor in the event of the governor's death or disability.
Other possible functions that the office could provide were

given little or no consideration by constitution framers,

lses ®. F, Pattercson, "The Office of Lieut nant Governor

in the United States", University of South Dakota, Governmental

Legearch Leview, Report No. 13, June 1944.
2See L. B. Crosby, "Why I Want to Get Nid of liy Job",
State Governmz=nt, July 1947,

11



The office of lieutenant governor in the United States
is first found in the governments of thie coclonial perioé. A
typical colonial government consist:d of a governor, deputy
governor, council and general ascembly. The earliest refer-
ence to a similar office is found in the ilassachusetts char-
ter of 1629 where mention is mace of a "deputy governor"
chosen by the freemen of the colony.l The title lieutenant
governor was first mentioned in the liassachusetts charter
of 1621 where orovision was macde for his successzion to the
governorship upon the death or removal of the chief executive.

Provisions for deputy governor were also written into
the charters of several states includinrg Connecticut and
Rhode Island, but the Connecticut constitution of 1813 changed
the title to Lieutenant Governor. Thus a provision for order-
ly succession to the office of governor was prescribed by
charter in only a few states. In other states an officer
having this Tunction was designated on an ad loc basis.

An example of succession in the colonial period is illus-
trated by an incident when Lieutenant Governor Pownwall was
sent to New Jersey in order to heve a com:etent person on the
spot to act whenever the infirmitiec of the governor macde it

impossible for him to attend the affairs of the governor.

lSee Isom, W. R., "The Office of the Lieutenant Governor
in the States", Apevican Political Science Ieview, October 19237,
po 9210



Our federal sycstem allows each state to write its own
constitution. This has led to diiTferent approaches to the
establishment of the oflice of lieutensnt covernor by the
various states since the federal concstitution was a“orted in
173¢,

The institution and maintenance of the of’ice of lieuten-
ant governor in thirty-eight states tends to justifly the
assumption that the office hes some cort of institutional
role,

Warren Isom lists three major reasons for the existence
of the office in thece thirty-eiziht states.l The apparent
popular desire for elected officials:

1. To replace the governor should an emergency arise,

2. To provide the senate with a presiding officer with-
out deprivings any district of its senator.

3. To follow precedent which favors the office from
early colonial times,

A study of the origin of the office of lieutenant gover-
nor would incdicate that the succession factor, serving the
solitary function of replacing the governor in the event of
the latter's absence, death or disability, was the primary
justification for the establishment of the office,

It would seem then that the lieutenant governor's role
as president of the senate, followingz the United States' consti-

tution assicnment of the vice-president to that res-onsibility,

libiag., p. 922 .



was motivated by a desire to find something with whiich to keep

the lieutenant governor busy.

Before turninz to a discussion of the lieutenant governor's

legal authority, attention should be directed to an authorita-
tive evaluation of the office found in a survey of the lieuten-
ant goverror's office in 1944,

R, F, Patterson points to the fact that while the Model
State Constitution omits the lieutenant governor, no state
has trnken stevs by constitutional amondment to abolish the
office., Patterson founé thet twenty of the thirty-six lieuten-
ant governors had no other official duties beyond presiding
over the senate.? 1In the same study an investigation was made
of the various proposals dealing vith an expansion of the
lieutenant goverror's powers, Until 1933 no state had taken
definite steps to transform the lieutenant governor from a
figurehead to an assistant governor,

In 1922, Governor licliutt of Indiana sponsored a reorgani-
zation plan which creat=d eigznt administretive divisiors to be
controlled »y the povernor, Under this plan, the lieutenant
governor was decigcnated a member of the governing board of
four of these departmeants, The goverror also was empowered

to name a chief administrative officer., As a r=sult of the

1Patterson, op. cit..
2There were only thirty-six lieutznant governors in 1944.

14



reorganization plan, the lieutenant covernor was appoint=d cnhief
administrative officer of the Department of Commerce and Indus-
try. In 1941 the lesislature of Indiana changcd from a Demo-
cratic to a Republican majority., The reorganizetion plan was
repealed and while the lieutenant -overnor was given the post
of Commissioner of Agriculture, the office of lieutenant gover-
nor in Indiana was virtually back where it was before 1933.
This marked the end of the first modern attampt to trans-
form the lieut=nant governor from a firurehead to an nctive
administrative officer,

Table D on page 26,dealin~ with the lieutenant governor's
executive authority, indicates that considerably more states
have assigned the lieutenant governor to positions on various

boards and commiscions than was the cace in 1944.

1. Le-al Authority of the Office

A thorough examination of the constitutions and statutes
of the thirty-eight states was made in order to gather the
followine information on the lieutenant governor's leral
autnority. The information spraks for itself and comment is

limited to generalizations or trends revealed in the data.

2. Qualifications
The southern states are among those with the most restric-

tive qualifications for the office of lieutenant governor. On

15



the oth~r hand, the western statss seem to be the most lenient

on these same qualifications. As is the case with other clected

offices, the qualifications for the lieutenant governor are
generally thoce concerning age, citizencshin» and recidence.
Washington and Wiecconsin recuire only that their lieut>nant
governor be a citizen.

In viewing the cualifications tabls below (Table A), there
seems to be a scimilarity of qualifications between states in
geographic contiguous areas. For example, Levaca and Califor-
nia have exactly the sa:e qualifications for the office. Mon-
tana, Idaho, South Dakota and Colorado have identical qualifi-
cations, as do Indiana, Illinois and liebraska. In adcition,
there seems to be a pattern of lesser restrictions in a state
whnich borders a state where the office does not exist. Wwhile
Ohio, Kansas and Massachusetts have no limitation on qualifi-
cations, South Cerolinra recuires that elect-d officials not

deny the existence of a Supreume Being,

16



QUALIFICATIOLNLS FOL TIHE OFFICE OF LIZUTUKANT GOVILIICK

CODE:

I T:Z ULT

T¥D STATLS

The first column represents azse regquirement,

17

The second column represents requirzd years U. S. Citizensnip,
The thiré column reprzcents required years resident of state,

STATE

Alabama
Arkanses
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delawarel
Georgia
Idaho
Illinois?
Incdiana
Iowa
Kansas6
Kentucky
Louisiana
Massachusettsd
Michiran
Minnesota

Missouri

30
30
25
30
30
30

30
30
30
30

30
30

30
25

20

10

190

12

15

10

15

1

10

STAT

&)

Montana
Nebraska
NevadaZ?

New Mexico3
New York

North Carolina
Nortnh Dakota
Ohio®

Oklalona
Pennsylvania
“hode Island
South Carolina
Soutn Paliota
Tennessee
Texas

Vermont
Virginia5

Wisconegind

30

25

30

30

30
30

30

10

10

10

luot elegible for office after second term.

2Qhfter second consscutive term, may not hold office for two years.

3Need not resice at place of cavnitol.
4¥uct not deny Supreme Being.

5Citizen.
6None.



3. El=zction, Tern ané¢ Conrensation

Approximately half of the states (12) have a two-yzar
term, while the remaininrs 19 statec have a four-year tern
for the office of licutenant governor., States hrvire two-
year terms are noticeably clustered in the geograrhic center
of the countryv.

Every state witha the exception of Connecticut provices
that a liesut:nant governor be sclectsd by rrimary election,

D

Of those state officers =1l

(D

ct>d at-larzo by t:2 state,
the lieutesna=t sovarior raceives the snallact como2nection.
Seven states ray the lieutenant govarror on a rzr Jien basis
while thirty-one s ates vay him an annua’ salary wiich aver-

ages 3,900 in the top ten states.

o~

Louisicna pays 1ts lieutenant zoverrnor nore than toe
neizhboring states of Oklahowa =2nc¢ Arkansas combined. Ile-

braska and Iowa pay the lieutenant governor twice the salary
of their state senators, while Montuna, Idako, Alabana and
Virginia designatz their lieutenant governor's calary the came
as the Speaker of the House. It appe~rs, as in other cases,
that states fashion their statutes and deveclop an oflice on
the basis of what a neighboring state is doing. A cace might
be built for the low salarizs of tie lieuten:nt governore in
liontana, Idato an¢ Kevada on the fact that these stoat-s border

on four statzs that do not have the office. However, the noct



1=
D

obvious rcacon Tor the lisutcnazat sovernor's low enlory ap
to be explainsd by tha fact that in morct stat=e it ig ctill a
partt-tire job. In these statzs, w an the le

the lisutenant zovernor closas 2ic office and roes home,

o
<

4. Legiclative Authority

g
The oflfice of lisut~nant governor, corrcsponding as it
does to the office of vice-president of the United States,
follows the dutizs of that office. And in thirty-three of the
thirty-ei~«at svat- s that havs a lieut2nant governor, he is the
ing offi

presi r of the senate, but has little actual powar

Q
[¢]
[

I

over legsislation, The lieutenant zovernor is not considered
a member of the lecgislature and as a consequence, operates on
the legislative sidelinss similar to a referse who is raspon-
sible that the game is played aczordinz to rules but refrans
from entering the contest,l And even here the comrarison is
inadequate because the umpire's decision is bindinz but a
lieutenant governor can generally be reversed in a parliamen-
tary ruling by a majority of the senate.

Thus, it is aprarent that the legal anrnd parliamentary
authority and influence of the lieutanant governor ac oresident
of the senate is contingent upon whether or not his party is a

majority or a minority in the senate,

1GOVernmental]y, the lieutenant governor's role as president
of the senate prarallels that of England's Lord Chambe-lin in tne
Houce of Lords.



AT UAL Cilat

Alabama
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delawvare
Georgia
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Iowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Magsachusetts
Michiran
Minresota
Mississippi

Missouri
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512,500
%11,500
4,000
2,400
3,000

Montana 25/day
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%15/Cay
New liexico 240/day
ew York +10,070

Worth Carolina $2,100

North CDakota 1,000
Ohio © 38,000
Oklahoma +3,600
Pennsylvania 15,000
Ehode Island +5,000

South Carolina :1,070

South Dakota w2,100
Tennessee

Texas »25/day
Vermont 22,520
Virg'nia 1,260
Washington +12,000
Wisconsin 7,500
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Twenty-six states give the lieuten:nt covernor the powver
to east a vote in case of tie, DMichi-—an's lieutenant governor
once had the power to debats all qu=stions while the senate
was iIn committee of the whnle and the powzr to cast the tying
vote. However, a Michizan Supreme Court decision ruled that
the liichican constitution recuires a majority of the nembers
of both houses to rass a law, The court said the lieutenant
governor was not a member of the legislature and thereflore
his vote could not be counted as valid.l

Thus, according to the court, the lieutenant governor's
vote could only be valid when the proposal to be voted on was
an internal affair such as a House, Senate or concurrent re-
solution.? Michigan rewrote its constitution a few years later
and the casting vote provi.sion was omittzad.

The lieutenant governor as president of the senate is re-
gulat~ed in this role by the senate rules. Generally, these
rules are not continuous or binding uvnon future legislatures,
but are adopted or revised by majority vote at the beginning
of each biennial session, This enables the senate majority
party to keen comzlete control and allows this majority to
chan~e the rules should a majority lieutenant governor be re-
placed by a lieutenant governor from t-e minority party. Follow-

ing the 1954 electiong of & Democratic lieutenant governor in

lKelley vs. Secretary of State, 149, Michigzan, p. 345 (1907).

2For a similar case in Kansas, see Coleman vs. liiller,
Pacific leporter, vol. 71 24, p. 513-523, affirmed. U,S. Suprene
Court 307 U, So, PDe. 433-4740
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Michigan, the Senate hepublican majority effected three major
rule changes to safeguard acainst any possible embarrassment.
The most im:-ortant of these removed the lieut-nant governor
from the chairmanship of a five-man committee on committees
which maxes all senate appointments to standing, select and

conference committees.1

Six states give the lieutenant governor the authority to
refsr bills to the various committees. A few of the states
give this perozative to committees. In Wisconsin, South Caro-
lina, Pennsylvania and Delaware the term "presiding officer
of the senate" is used. Illassachusetts allows the clerk of
the senate to assicgcn the bills to committees, with the approval
of the president. Kentucky uses a Committee on Committees;
Illinois a Bills Committee, California a Rules Committee, Fe-
braska, a Reference Committee. Nevada requires that the men-
bers of the senate assign the bills and in Ohio it is the
majority leader. The assignment of bills to the various
committees may at times prove to be a strategic power. But
similar to the other legislative powers of the lieutzsnant
governor, a simnle majority of the senate may overrule the
president and reassign a particular bill.

As presiding officer of the senate, the lieuteonant gover-
nor is also responsible for making parliamentary decisions

when a conflict over the senate rules develops. But here again,

l3ule No. 5, Michic-an State Senate Rules, Michi-an Legisla-

tive Hancdbook, p. 132, 1956,
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a majority of the members of the senate may override his rulinz,

Perhaps the most significant lezislativas power that the
lieutenant governor pﬁssesses is the risht to partici:zte in
the assignment of senate members to the various stancdinz com-
mittees at the start of each biennial session,

In one-party states it is not infrequent for the lisuten-
ant governor to have comnlete power to meke committee assign-
ments, However, generally he cooperates with the majority
leacdership within a committee framework, 4t one tine, liichi-
gan's lieutenant governor had complete authority to make all
commnittee assignments, In 1939, he beran to share this pover
with the majority leadership as chairman of a five-man com-
mittee on committees, The present lieuct:=nant governor of Micni=-
gan represents one of seven votes in the comrnittee on cormittees
but does have influence in assi-ning minority members to com-
mittees.

In summary, the lieutenant governor's legislative author-
ity, for the most part, is derivod from senate rulss written
by the majority party. Most of the lieuterant governor's legis-
lative powers are non-constitutional ané based upon the senate
rules which may be amended by a majority of the senate menmbers
at any time The lieut-~nant governor, as precsiding officer of
the senate, is a cantive of his legiclative environment anc by
necescity reflects and uses only those powers which the major-

ity sees fit to grant him,

RS
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5. Executive Authority

Twenty lieutenant governors have statutory assicnments
on various executive boards and commissions. In a number of
cases, tneir executive resnonsibilitiess are r-stricted to
ex-officio membership,

The followins chart indicates that for the nort part,
the largzr states assign the lieutenant gfovernor to more posi-
tions on boards and commiscions than in snaller states.

The lieut -nant governors in the East and liildwest have
more executive responsibilities than their counterparts in
the South and Far West. Two types of executive responsi-
bilities are evident., Four lieutenant governors serve as
membars of the Parole Board or Parole Advisory Boarcs, while
three lieutenant governors serve on Emercency Appropriations
Commissions. The lieutenant governor of Indiana is the only
one that serves as the director of an executive state depart-
ment,

The role of the lieutenant governor in informal executive
participation will be discussed in Chapter IV, The following
section of this chapter will present reasons why ten states

failed to create the office of lieuten~nt governor,
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Alabama
Arkancas

Californria

Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Geor:ia

Idaho

Illinois

Indiana

Iowva

Kansas

Kentucky

Louiceiana

Massachusetts

lMichizan

TABLT D

ECATD A.D COILIES.ICH ®IIEI. ZHIPS

None
State Board of Electors

)

Member of Eoard of Iegents; Land Comnission
and Toll Bricd: e Authority

State Board of Pardons aréd Governor's Council

Iy

Finance Acdvicory Conmission

“

Stazte Board of Pardons

Committee to study proposed lcciclative council,

—~

m

Apooints members to Veterans Interim Legislative
Gommittee.,

Serv-s on joint Keference Bureau for governor;
Illinois Budgetary Commiscsion; Senate Chamber
llaintenance Coniricsion,

Stream Pollution Control Commiscion; Indiana
Common School Buildinz Fund; Director of Depart-
nent of Comnerce, Incustry, Azriculture and
Public Lelations,

Aproirts two meubers to Committee on ietrencn=-
ment and Reform; fills vacancies.,

State Emergency Fund Boarc¢; Soldier's Conpen-
sation Board; Legislative Council Chairman;
Investi~ ntion Commiscsion for State Incstitutioas.

Disabled Ex-Servicemen's Board, chairnar; Lezis-
lativ: Researci Comniscion, chairman in governor's
absence,

Q

Votin: Machine Board; Bud-et Appeal Commi-sion;
State Building Authority.

State Boar? of Pardons,.

Transportation and Consefvation Comaittee;
Efficiency and Economy Committee; Interstate
Cooperation Commission; Emergency Arpropria-
tions Commicscsion,
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Minnesota

He
n

Missisesippi

Missouri

o

Montana
Nebras’a
Nevada
New Mexico

New York

North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio

Oklahoma

Pennsylvania

Rhode Island

South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee

Texas

Vermont

Virginia
Washington

WVisconsin

Iione
Hone

Secretary Board of Public Fullcings; Vehicle
tevizw Eoard.,

None

Tone

Public Service Board.
-

wone

Board of Trustees, Cornecll University and

Forestry College.

Chairman State Board of Education.
None

fone

None

Toll Bridce Authority; Secretcry Board of
Public Buildings.

Parole Board in absence of governor; Board

of Regents,

Secretary Board of Public Buildincs.

None

None

Board of Trustezs of State School for Elind;
Appoints third member of managers of State
Iron Industry; Comnittee for control of Cen-

tennial,

Board of Canvas for Senatorial Election;
Forest EBoard.

Board of Trustees Virginia Museum of rFine Arts.
) o
None

one
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6. Why Ten States Failed to Create Offics

Information available to explain why ten statss failed to
establicsh an office of lieutenant governor is exc2edingly lim-
ited., The Library of Congress lent invaluable ascsistance to
the author by conducting an extensive examination of the con-
stitutional conventions of the ten states that do not have an
office of lieutenant governor., The legislative reference scc-
tion of the library renorted that complete accounts of the
constitutional conventions of the ten states could be obtained
only through research in unpublished material, However, the
concressional library was able to provide a sufficient summary
of the constitutional debates for our purposes.

Utah and lew Jersey constitution debatzs provicde the only
satisfactory discussion. In Arizona, Florida, liaine, Maryland,
New Hampshire, Oregon, Tennessee, kest Virginia and Wyoming, in-
formation is either non-existent, extremely limited or consists
of one or two brief references in the cdebates of the constitu-
tional proceedings.,

Several states went on record as oprosing the creation of
the office because of the additional expense involved. Sone
of the delegates reasoned that their state had operated succecs=-
fully without the office in the past anc¢ could do fo in the fu-
ture, In 1930, the W2st Virginia electorate had the opportunity
to vote on the establishment of the office of lieutenant gover-

nor. The measure was defeated 172,703 to 43,781.l

23

lLambert, Oscar Doane, l.gt ¥irgi ia and Its Gov-rument,
Boston, D.C, Hdeatn & Co., 1951, p. 149.




The followins summary of the discussion of the Utah and
New Jersey constitutional conventions vrovide an interesting
insight into the problem. The reasons presented hare show
the types of rationale used to sunport or deny the necd for
an office of lieutenant governor in Utah and New Jersey.
Pro Arguments:
l. Need impartial man presiding over the senate.

2. People should elect a man to serve in the event of the
disability of the governor.

3. Other offices, Secretary of State, etc., have full-time
position for which they are responsible,

4+ Provide assistance to the governor,

5. President of the senate should represent all the people.

Con Arguments:

1, INeans creating an extra office,

2. Other wealthier and more inhabited states operate without it.
3. Economizing of government consistent with public good.

4. Would mean unwarrant=d additioral expense.

5. Lieutenant governor not experienced to preside over senate.

6. A disrupting office if a party member in opposition to
senate majority or govarnor's party.

7. Rival to the FoveTrnor endangering his executive osition
S 3 ) o p
&nd leadership.

8. Only a social accessory to the governor's office,

The debates of these two states were used because they in-

clude the arguments for and against the establishment of a



lieutenant zoverno:-'s office 2lco found in t -~ c-n-titutional
proceedings of other ctatas,t
7. Trends Toward Acontion of the Cflice

Since 1945, Georgsia and Tennesree have created tlie office

fter reviewing periodi-

)

tn

of lieut:nant goverior., The mriter,
cals and journals in ad’ition to writing the Geor ia Library
and Lezislative Service Bureau, was unable to secure reasons
why Georgia adopted the office.

In Tennessee, the office of lieutenant governor, altnough
consider2d in previous constitutional conventions, was not
incornoratead into the constitution until 1¢51,

The principal reason for the acdoption of the office of
lieutenant governor in Tennessee is traced to the confusing
situation with regard to succession to thes governorship., The

io h

=1
m
o

ct

previous Tenressea conctitu d made tho snesakers of the
senate, and then the Houre the linz of esuccescsion to the gover-
norship,

dovever, if the govezrnor were to Jdiz2 belfore Janu vy of

the now year for which he hud besn elacted, tlhe lzgislative

-

2r of the senzte would not

m
*
r

mechanisn for arrivin: at a spe
have been resolved., Conrequently, if the deatlh of th~ sovernor

should trke place undzr thece circumstinces, there would be no

lges anpendi

x B for summary conrtitutional dsbates related
to office of the lieut=2nant _overnor in lew Jersey, Orecon,
Tennessee, Utah, YWest Virg'nia and Vyomins,



executive workins in the caracity ol covernor until at lzast
January of the new year,

t to remned

o)

In 1941, an atten

]

7 thie proviced that te
secretary of state would become goverror if the gover:or enould
dis and the specaker's office be vacant at that tire,

However, there wig serious concern over this, due to tle

<

fact that the oflice of secretary of stats, beirg appointed bty

C
1]
e}

the concurrent action of the legislature for four years, was
not an elected position or subject toc elzction by the voters

of the state,

The impect of the possibility of succession to the governor-

ship by a non-elected office plus the confusion concerning
P P g

succession no doubt macde the office of lieutenant governor a

much more favorable means of facilitating and solving the problem

of succession, T 'is apparently was the underlyin; force wnich
gave supnorters of the office the margin of victory.

A-parently the decire to create an agent capable of order-
ly and quick succession in the event of gubernatoriel incapeacity
was the vrincipel reason why Tennescee created the office of

lieutznent governor in 1951.1

lsee anpendix F for letter _jiving full details ol Tennescs e
establichment of the office of lisutzcnant gove nor,

e
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8. Summary

Included in this chapter was a discussion of the origin
and establishment of the office of lieutenant governor, and
a review of the lieutenant governor's legal authority. Also
presented were reasons why ten states failed to establish the
office and trends toward adoption of the office.

A brief analysis of the establishment of the office in
the Colonial era led to the conclusion that the office was
created primarily to provide the governor with a replacement
in an emergency.

A review of the lieutenant governor's legal authority
produced the following conclusions:

a, There is a similarity of constitutional provisions for
the office of lieutenant governor between states in geographic
contiguous areas,

b. The lieutenant gbvernor's legislative authority is regu-
lated by senate rules which can be amended at any time by a
majority vote.

c. Eighteen lieutenant governors have no executive authority
in terms of positions on boards or commissions,

An examination of the proceedings of the constitutional
debates of the ten states which failed to create the office was

made.



The princival reasons against adopting the office in these

states were:
a, Unwvarranted expense,
b. Other states operate without it.

¢c. A rival to the governor,

Georgia and Tennessee have adopted the office of lieuten-
ant governor since 1945. Tennessee established the office in
1951 due to a confused situation with respect to gubernatorial
succession in the event of the governor's death,

Chapter III will bring into focus the legislators' asses-
ment of the extent of the lieutenant governor's leéislative

participation,
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CHAPTER III

LEGISLATIVE PARTICIPATION OF LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR

As noted in Chapter I, this study was initiated for the
purposes of assessing the extent of the lieutenant governor's
extra-legal participation within the legislative process.

The lack of the lieutenant governor's legal authority
has caused some political sclentists to dismiss the office
a8 useless. However true this may be, it is possible that
some lieutenant governors may exert considerable extra-legal
influence in the legislative process, and it is the writer's
assumption that neither theory can be proved or disproved with-
out some attempt to investigate the facts empirically.

The Participation Scale used in this study is based on
the author's knowledge of the lieutenant governor's role in
the Michigan legislature., The participation scale is divided
into three categories: that of information, advice and in-
fluence. While influence theoristsl warn that it is difficult
~to assign different values to different units, it was thought
that by dividing the questions into the above categories,
some provision would be made to separate contacts made to se-
cure simple information from contacts made to secure help on

policy decisions of importance.

13, G. March, 0. c¢it., p. 448.



1. Method of Scoring

Legislators were asked to circle their choice within the
advice, information and influence categories., Each question
was scored in accordance with the extent of participation as
determined by the alternatives selected by the responses. Each
questionnaire was scored as follows:
never_Q seldom_5 _ occasionally_l10 often_l3 very often_20
The score for each question thus ranges from 0 to 20, The high-
est possible score would be 300 points (fifteen questions times
20 points); and the lowest possible score would be O,

A score was mub-totaled for each section of the question-
naire (i.e., information, advice and influence) and the grand
total or index score represents the sum derived from the res-
pongses within each of the categories. A summary index score
sheet presents the rank order of particivation for each lieuten-

ant governor.1

2. Summary Index Score

The index score represents the total average score for the
three categories: information, advice and influence.? States
having less than two respondents in each house were not in-
cluded in the chart., The summary score sheet presents the states

in rank order., Thus, Colorado's lieutenant governor, as viewed

1See apvendix G for score sheet designed to compute each
lieutenant governor's score in relation to the three categories.

23ee appendix H for breakdown of information, advice and
influence score,
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by party leaders in the Colorado legislature, rated him high-
er than any other lieutenant governor in terms of legislative
participation,

Only two lieutenant governors had the same score, More-
over, there was no marked drop in the participation score of
the lieutenant governors. The chart shows that the rate of
participation of the lieutenant governors ranged from 103.8
to 10.5 indicating a wide disparity in the legislative parti-
cipation of the lieutenant governors.

The data below reveals that 59 per cent of the total
responses for all questions fell into the pever category,
while only 1 per cent of the responses indicate that the leg-
islature sought infofmation, advice and influence from the
lieutenant governor yery often. A review of the questionnaires
also showed that the lieutenant governor was contacted by leg-
islators most frequently on matters dealing with parliamentary
procedure and least frequently on affairs dealing with execu-

tive vetos and appointments.1

Response Category -- [Never Seldom Qccasionally Often Very Often
Total Responses -- 1,583 487 414 153 28
Percentage -- 59%  18.4% 15.5% 5.7% 1%
This data indicates that the lieutenant governor's extra-legal
role in the legislative process, as viewed by legislators, 1is

one of virtual non-participation.

1See appendix I for total response breakdown on legislative
participation scale,
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However, it would be useful to discover the factors, if
any, which would appear to explain the wide disparity in the
legislative participation of the lieutenant governors.

The index of participation was examined in relation to
the following variables: age, occupation, education, dominant
group support, office holding experience, political party com-
position of legislature and party positions held. This in-
formation was obtained by sending & questionnaire to each
lieutenant governor. All but seven lieutenant governors

responded,l

1See appendix J and appendix K for copy of letter and
questionnaire sent to lieutenant governors.



TABLE E

SUMMAKY INDEX SCORE SHEET#*

RANK ORDER OF QUEST. NO. OF
R PATION SENT RESPONSES**

1l 10 7
2 8 5
3 9 6
4 9 6
5 8 5
6 8 4
7 8 8
8 9 7
9 8 7
10 10 9
11 12° 8
12 10 7
13 9 8
14 8 7
15 8 6
16 8 7
17 7 6
18 8 6
19 7 7
20 8 7
21 13 8
22 8 6
23 12 10
24 8 5
25 8 6
26 9 9
27 8 7
28 11 11
29 9 8
30 11 6
31 10 10

STATE

Colorado
Texas

Nevada
Virginia
North Dakota
Idaho
Connecticut
Iowa

Rhode Island
Indiana

New Mexico
South Dakota
Kansas

South Carolina

Alabama
Minnesota
Vermont
Wisconsin
Georgia
California
Washington
Delaware
Montana
Pennsylvania
Arkansas
Oklahoma
Missouri
Illinois
Ohio
Michigan
Magsachusetts

SCORE

103.8
87.3
84.9
83.7
83.1
70.5
68.7
67.8
67.5
66.9
66.6
66,0
64.8
63.9
60,0
60.0
56.2
49.8
46 .0
41.1
40,6
37.5
3445
32.7
28.5
28.2
27.0
25.5
24.9
13.3
10.5

¥Insufficient data from seven states necessitated their

exclusion from the participation scale in this chapter.

%¥%¥There was 77 per cent response,
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Age
The age of the lieutenant governor ranged from 34 to 66

years, PFive of the lieutenant governors were in the 30-40
classification, six were 60 or over., Eight lieutenant governors
were in the 50-60 age classification, while twelve were in the
4L0-50 age group., Table F is designed to show the relationship
between age and participation, However, as the rank order
column will show, there is no relationship between age and
participation.

Occupation
Table G is designed to determine the relationship between

participation and occupation. As the chart will show, sixteen
lieutenant governors were attorneys, ten were businessmen and

five were farmers. Although the lieutenant governors of Colo-
rado and Texas have the highest score and are attorneys, five

out of the seven lieutenant governors that ranked lowest in parti-
cipation are also attorneys. IThe table failed to indicate any
relationship between participation and occupation.



THE RIZILATIONSHIP BETWEEN PARTICIPATION AND AGE

STATE

Colorado
Texas

Nevada
Virginia
North Dakota
Idaho
Connecticut
Iowa

Rhode
Indiana

New Mexico
South Dakota
Kansas

South Carolina
Alabama
Minnesota
Vermont
Wisconsin
Georgia
California
Washington
Delaware
Montana
Pennsylvania
Arkansas
Oklahoma
Missouri?
Illinois
Ohio
Michigan
Massachusetts

RANK
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THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PARTICIPATION AND OCCUPATION

STATE

Colorado
Texas

Nevada
Virginia
North Dakota
Idaho
Connecticut
Iowa

Rhode Island
Indiana

New Mexico
South Dakota
Kansas

South Carolina
Alabama
Minnesota
Vermont
Wisconsin
Georgia
California
Washington
Delavware
Montana
Pennsylvania
Arkansas
Oklahoma

Mi ssouri
Illinois
Ohio
Michigan
Massachusetts

TABLE G

RANK
QRDER

VoI oond~wWwH-

QCCUPATION

Attorney
Attorney
Merchant
Attorney
Farmer
Farmer
Attorney
Businessman
Attorney
Businessman
Attorney
Farmer
Publisher
Attorney
Attorney
Insurance
Attorney
Attorney
Attorney
Rancher
Businessman
Businessman
Druggist
Contractor
Attorney
Farmer
Attorney
Attorney
Businessman
Attorney
Attorney
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Education

Table H is designed to determine what relationship, if any,
exists between education and the extent of the lieutenant gover-
nor's participation in the legislative process. The chart
discloses that over half of the lieutenant governors had law
degrees. The educational attainment of the other fifteen
lieutenant governors ranked from one undergraduate college
degree (Indiana) to five high school diplomas. Eight lieuten-
ant governors had some college while one was a graduate of
business school.

The chart indicates that each degree of educational
achievement is represented within the top ten legislative
participants, Of the top ten participants, three lieutenant
governors had law degrees, three had some college, one was a
college graduate, one was a graduate of business school and
one was a high school graduate, However, the chart also indi-
cates that five out of the six lowest ranked participants also
had law degrees, Oné the basis of this chart, there is8s no re-
lationship between education.. and the extent of the lieuten-
ant governor's legislative participation.



TABLE H

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PARTICIPATION AND EDUCATION

STATE

Colorado
Texas

Nevada
Virginia
North Dakota
Idaho
Connecticut
Iova

Rhode Island
Indiana

New Mexico
South Dakota
Kansas
South Carolina
Alabama
Minnesota
Vermont
Wisconsin
Georgia
California
Washington
Delaware
Montana
Pennsylvania
Arkansas
Oklahoma
Missouri
Illinois
Ohio
Michigan
Massachusetts

RANK
QRDER
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DN
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W
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EDUCATIONAL

ACHIEVEMZNT

Law degree
Some college
High school
Some college
Business school
Some college
Law degree
Some college
Law Degree
College degree
Law degree
Some college
Some college
Law degree

Law degree
Advanced degree
Law degree

Law degree

Law degree
Some college
High school
High school
Pharmacy degree
High school
Law degree
High school
Law degree

Law degree
Some college
Law degree

Law degree
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Jears in Public Office

The number of years in public office for the lieutenant
governors ranked all the way from 26 years to none. Two
lieutenant governors had no public office experience and
three others had only two years experience., Table I reveals
that there is no significant relationship between vears in
public office and the degree to which the lieutenant governor
participates in the legislative process.

However, the chart does indicate that eighteen of the
lieutenant governors had previous legislative experience.

It shows also that seven of the top ten ranked lieutenant
governors in participation had previous legislative experi-
ence.

These findings indicate, while there is no relationship
between participation and years in public office, there does
seem to be a relationship between previous legislative ex-

perience and participation.



TABLE I

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PARTICIPATION AND YEARS IN PUBLIC OFFICE

STATE

Colorado
Texas

Nevada
Virginia
North Dakota
Idaho
Connecticut
Iowa

Rhode Island
Indiana

New Mexico
South Dakota
Kansas

South Carolina
Alabama
Minnesota
Vermont
Wisconsin
Georgia
California
Washington
Delaware
Montana
Pennsylvania
Arkansas
Oklahoma
Missouri
Illinois
Ohio
Michigan
Massachusetts

RANK
OLRDER

=
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YEARS

10
14
2
25
8
2
13
24
23

13
6
4

11

13
2

10

22

19

26
4
1

17

11
9
1l

21

17
8
7

19

RANK

OEDER

18
11
29

2
22
28
14

3

4
20
13
24
26
16
12
27
17
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The second hypothesis set forth in Chapter I assumed
that: The lieutenant governor's extra-lecal influence
¥ithin the legislative process will be greater 1f the legis-
dature is controlled by his political party.

A review of Table J reveals that in twenty-one states
both houses of the legislature are controlled by the same
political party as that of the lieutenant governor. In three
of the remaining ten state legislaturss, both houses are
controlled by the opposite party from that of the lieuten-
ant governor, while in five states, one house of the legis-
lature is dominated by the opposite party. Minnesota has a
non-partisan legislature., An examination of the table shows
that among the top ten ranked states in participation there
is included six states in which the lieutenant governor's
party controls both houses and three states where one of the
houses is controlled by the opposite party. In Rhode Island
(9th), the house is controlled by the lieutenant governor's
party, but membership in the senate is equally divided between
Democrats and Republicans,

In the ten lowest ranked states, five state legislatures
are controlled by the lieutenant governor's party; two were
controlled by the opposite party. In the reminaing three

states, one house was dominated by the opnosite party.
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latlonship between the political composition of the legisla-
ture and the degree to which the lieutcnant govermor partici-
pates withip the legislative process. Iherefore, the hypothesis
set forth above 13 not supported by the evidence secured.

Dominant Group Support

Data to determine the nature of group support was derived
from the questionnaire sent to each lieutenant governor. There-
fore, it reflects only the lieutenant governor's assessment of
his group support. Nine lieutenant governors responded that
they htajigi support“%t éil groups equally. ZEight lieutenant
governors answered that their support was pr=dominantly urban,
while seven others visualized their support as primarily rural.
The lieutenant governor of Pennsylvania and Minnesota claimed
labor as their dominant supporting group, while the lieutenant

governor of Montana indicated that the small businessmen con-

stituted his chief support. Here acain, there seems to be no
relationship between participation and g particular kind of
group support.
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TABLE J

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PARTICIPATION AXD POLITICAL PARTY
COMPOSITION IN THE LEGISLATURE

RANK ORDER OF PARTIES IN
STATE PARTICIPATICN LEGISLATULE*
Colorado 1 A
Texas 2 1
Nevada 3 2
Virginia A 1
North Dakota 5 1
Idaho 6 1l
Connecticut 7 3
Towa 8 1
Rhode Island 9 3
Indiana 10 1
New Mexico 11 1
South Dakota 12 1l
Kansas 13 1
South Carolina 14 1l
Alabama 15 1
Minnesota 16 5
Vermont 17 1
Wisconsin 18 1
Georgia 19 1
California 20 1
Washington : 21 1
Delaware 22 4
Montana 23 2
Pennsylvania 24 3
Arkansas 25 1
Oklahoma 26 1
Missouri 27 1
Illinois 28 1
Ohio 29 1
Michigan 30 4
Massachusetts 31 2

¥] - Senate and House same as lieutenant governor,

2 - Senate same and House different from lieutenant governor.
3 - House same and Senate different from lieutenant governor.
4 = Both houses different from lieutenant governor,

5 - Non-partisan.

**Membership in senate divided equally between Democrats and
Republicans,



TABLE K

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PARTICIPATION AND DOMINANT GROUP SUPPCRT

RANK DOMINARNT GROUP
STATE OEDER SUPPORT*
Colorado 1 2
Texas 2 1
Nevada 3 2
Virginia 4 1l
North Dakota 5 VA
Idaho 6 no reply
Connecticut 7 no reply
Iowa 8 1
Rhode Island 9 2
Indiana 10 3
New Mexico 11 3
South Dakota 12 3
Kansas 13 2
South Carolina 14 1
Alabama 15 2
Minnesota 16 5
Vermont 17 3
Wisconsin 18 1
Georgia 19 1l
California 20 3
Washington 21 1
Dalaware 22 2
Montana 23 6
Pennsylvania 24 5
Arkansas 25 1
Oklahoma 26 1
Missouri 27 2
Illinois 23 3
Ohio 29 3
Michigan 30 2
Massachusetts 31 no reply
#] - All groups equally
2 = Urban
3 = Rural
L - Urban and Rural
5 « Labor
6 - Small Business
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Party Status and Participation.

The third hypothesis listed in Chapter I assumed that:
Telation to hig party status outside the legislature. It was
also assumed that the number and nature of the political posi-
tions held by the lieutenant governor would serve as a rea-
sonable criterion for assessing his status in the party.

The following list of party positions represents the

scale by which the lieutenant governor's party status was

evaluated:

1, State chairman. : 6 points
2. National committee member, 5 points
3. State central committee member, 4 points
4. Delegate to national convention. 4 points
5. County chairman, 3 points
6. Member of county committee, 2 points
7. Officer or member of any political

organization below county level, 1l point
8. All other delegates. 1 point
9. No political office exp=rience, O points

Points were assigned according to the degree of support
required to attain the position., The state chairman received
the highest amount of points (6), while the lowest amount of
points represents no political office experience.

An investigation of the table below will disclose that
the total score for political office experience of the top ten

ranked legislative participants is 29 points, while the total



TABLE L

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PARTICIPATION AND PUBLIC OFFICE EXPERIENCE

RANK
STATE QRDER POINTS POSITIONS*

Colorado 1 3 6,7

Texas 2 5 2

Nevada 3 6 6,4

Virginia A A 3

North Dakota 5 6 6

Idaho 6 0 0

Connecticut 7 5 3,7

Iowa 8 0 0

Rhode Island 9 0 0

Indiana 10 0 0

New Mexico 11 2 ~H%

South Dakota 12 0 0

Kansas 13 7 3,5

South Carolina 14 2 - E*

Alabama 15 8 3,4

Minneseta 16 6 1

Vermont 17 9 2,3

Wisconsin 18 5 5,6

Georgia 19 5 2

California 20 4 4

Washington 21 1 7

Delaware 22 4 3

Montana 23 6 1

Pennsylvania 24 7 5,3

Arkansas 25 1 7

Oklahoma 26 0 0]

Missouri 27 3 5

Illinois 28 0 0

Ohio 29 0 0

Michigan 30 1l 7

Massachusetts 31 0 0
#] - State chairman, 6 points
2 - National committee member, 5 points
3 - State central committee member. 4 points
4L - Delegate to national convention, 4 points
5 = County chairman, 3 points
6 - Member of county committee, 2 points
7 - Officer or member of any political

organization below county level. 1 point

8 = All other delegates. 1l point
9 - No political office experience. 0 points

*%*National committeeman, Young Democrats.
**%Pregiding officer state convention,



score for the next ten is 48 points. Included in the top ten
ranked legislative participants were four lieutenant governors

with a score of 0 which represents no political office ex-

perience.

The data reveals that there is no relationship between

3. Factors affecting Particivation

Since few of the variables discussed in this chapter help
to explain the extent of the lieutenant governor's participa-
tion in the state legislative process, the question naturally
arises: What factors, if any, explain why some lieutenant
governors have more influence in the legislature than others?

The legislators were asked in the questionnaire sent
them to make additional remarks about the lieutenant governor's
participation in the legislature.,

These remarks are useful in helping to explain why the
legislators credited the lieutenant governor with varying

degrees of influence in the legislature.

e Explanation for Non-Participation

Most generally, legislators assigning the lieutenant
governor little influence in the legislature did so because

they were members of the House of Representatives or members

52



53

of the opposite party; and as a consequence, had little contact
with the lieutenant governor., Others explained that they gave
the lieutenant governor a low score because their contacts

with him were largely "personal only and never in an official
capacity." There was a tendency among legislators with con-
siderable legislative experience to assign the lieutenant
governor a low score because as one senator from South Dakota
said:

You must understand that by the time a man
has been in the legislature as long as I have,
he knows as much or more than most of our candi-
dates for lieutenant governor, Therefore, I need
much less advice and assistance than a new man
coming up.

The following remarks are excerpts of letters from legis-
lators in various states giving their views as to why the
lieutenant governor does not participate in the legicslative
process in their state:

Representative:

I'm afraid my answers won't be much help to you,
you see the lieutenant governor was a Democrat all
the time I was in the New Mexico legislature so
naturally we didn't have much use for one another on
political issues,

I feel the lieutsnant governor has probably
the least influence over a legislature than any of
the floor leaders or speaker of the house. It seems
to me his main strength is in his ability or inability
with parliamentary procedure as President of the Senate
to be his main source of strength,

Senator = Minnesota:

In my opinion the lieutenant governor's influence
is felt mostly only with members of his own political
party. Members of the opposite party have 1little to

do with him as far as matters of government are con-
cerned. In other words he is merely the presiding

officer as far as they are concerned.
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Senator - Ohio:

I have served three terms in the Ohio senate,
and my answers no doubt show how seldom the lieuten-
ant governor is consulted by members of the senate,
During all three terms our lieutenant governor has
been of the same political party (Republican) as I am,

eesthe office carries no power and consequently
no reason for consulting with him., As he votes only
in case of tie and serves on no committees, the only
real influence he has is in regards to recognizing
members on the floor. Even this is of small impor-
tance since due to the small size of our body every-
one can be recognized to speak on a measure, who de-
sires to do so.
Representative - Massachusetts:
In Massachusetts the lieutenant governor has
no duties or influence in the legislature except
on a personal basis with his friends.
Speaker of the House:
In the absence of the governor, he becomes
acting governor, but under no circumstances does he

command any influence regarding the decisions of the
legislature.

5. Personality and Participation

Legislators who went on record as believing that the
lieutenant governor was influential in the legislative pro-
cess were in the minority. Generally,. those who thought the
lieutenant governor possessed considerable influence in the
legislature were from one party states in the south, Some
ranked the lieutenant governor high because of his legal author-

ity to appoint committees, refer bills, etc.
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The following explanations of the lieutenant governor's
influence suggests the extent to which the personality variable
explains the legislative influence of the lieutenznt governor:
Senator - South Dakota:

The lieutenant governor's influence or lack of
it depends a great deal on his individual personality
and qualifications.

For instance if he is well 1iked highly respected
end well informed his influence is felt accordingly.

Senator - Virginia:

The frequency, or lack of frequency, that the
lieutenant governor is consulted depends frequently
on how strong the personal friendship is between you
and him,

Unless the Governor should be of different
political party, he would usually be consulted on the
matters referred to,

Senator - Delaware:

Lieutenant governor position can be very impor-
tant depending solely on attitude or ambition of the
particular person -« He can make himself useful or
just ornamental as he sees fit, It is a good spot
for an ambitious person due to the fact that he is
not required to vote on any issue and therefore avoids
the possibility of making enemies within his own party.

Senator - Idaho:

The influence of the lieutenant goverror is far
more personal than political, and varies in effect with
the individual,

The position and power extended to the lieuten=-
ant governor gives him an avenue of tremendous in-
fluence if he is capable of holding the respect, con-
fidence and admiration of the members of the senate,
His influence will rise and fall on those three things,
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It may be concluded from the above remarks that the
lieutenant governor's legislative influence depends to a
degree on personal qualities. While this study makes no
attempt to analyze the limutenant govennor's personality,

this would be an interesting subject for future research.
6. Summary

Chapter III has been an inclusive chapter. Within it
the lieutenant governor's legislative participation score
was presented and compared to seven variables. It was
found that nearly 60 per cent of the legislator's responses
to the fifteen questions dealing with the extent to which
the legislators contacted the lieutenant governor for infor-
mation, advice and influence fell in the pever category.
Only 1 per cent of the total resvonses fell in the yery
oftep category. This indicates that the lieutenant governors
on the whole were viewed as non-participants or having little
influence in the legislative process., However, a review of
the questions did reveal that the lieutenant governor is
consulted most frequently on matters pertaining to parlia-
mentary procedure and less freguently omn affairs dealing with
executive vetos and appointments,

The legislative participation scores were compared to
seven social, biographical and political variables to deter-

mine what relationship, if any, existed between participation
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and the seven variables. Of these variablss subjected to
analysis, it was found that no relationship existed between
six of the seven and participation. However, there was found
to be a relationship between the lieutenant governor's public
office experience and participation, Eight of the top ten
ranked lieutenant governors in participation had previous
legislative experience while only four of the ten lowest
ranked lieutenant governors had previous lezislative experi=-
ence.,

Excerpts of legislator's views on the lieutenant governor's
role in the legislative process suggests that personality is
the most important wvariable used by legislators to explain
the lieutenant governor's influence in the legislature.,

Two of the focal hypotheses of this study have been tested
and on the basis of the findings negated. The third hypothesis
will be tested in the next chapter.

The next chapter deals with the lieutenant governor's in-
formal executive participation. An effort will be made to
compare the lieutenant governor's informal executive partici-
pation to determine what relationship, if any, exists between

it and the lieutenant governor's legislative participation,



CHAPTER IV

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LEGISLATIVE PALTICIPATION AND
EXECUTIVE PARTICIPATION

The variables used in Chapter III, for the most part,
failed to disclose any significant relationship which would
tend to explain the extent of the lieutenant governor's parti-
cipation in the legislative process.

This chapter will focus on the third hypothesis listed in

Chapter I which stated that: Ihe lieutenant governor's legis-
lative participation will tend to vary in relation to the dezree
to which he participates informally in the executive process,
The term informal participation in the executive process, as
used here, refers to extra-legal activity and assistance that

a lieutenant governor can perform to aid the govermor with
respect to the latter's executive functions.

In order to analyze the above problem, an executive parti-
cipation scale was constructed and sent to the governor of each
state that maintains an office of lieutenant governor., Out of
thirty-six questionnaires sent, thirty-four were returned.l

The method of scoring the questionnaires is similar to
that used in the legislative participation questionnaire. The
highest possible score is 140 points and the lowest possible

score 1is 0.2

lKentucky, Louisiana and New York were not included in the
executive participation chart due to insufficient political and
biographical data on the lieutenant governors of those states.

2506 appendix L for copy of questionnaire,
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The following sevz:n questions are based on the writer's

knowledge of the various actions a lieutenant governor may

perform to lend assistance to the governor:

1.

2.

How often has the lieutenant governor been present at
executive policy or staff meetings?

How frequently has the lieutenant governor been con-
sulted on important executive appointments?

To what degree has the lieutenant governor been asked
for advice relative to an e xecutive veto?

How often has the lieutenant governor represented the
governor at official functions?

To what extent has the lieutenant governor been asked

by the governor to line up support for his program in
the legislature?

How often has the lieutenant governor been asked by

the executive office to win the support of key individuals
or interest groups outside of government for one of the
governor's legislative measures?

How often has the lieutenant governor received assign-
ments from the governor to develop a legislative program?

The lieutenant governor's extra-legal executive parti-

cipation score sheet below lists in rank order the scores

that thirty governors assigned to their lieutenant governors

in relation to the latter's degree of informal executive

participation,

Minnesota, with 115 points out of 140 points, ranked

first, while Connecticut ranked thirtieth with an absolute O,



TABLE

M

EXTRA-LEGAL EXECUTIVE PARTICIPATION SCORE

STATE

Minnesota
Illinois
Delavare
Nevada
Michigan
Alabama
Kansas
Wisconsin
South Dakota
Vermont
Montana
Washington
Arkansas
Iowa

Georgia

New Mexico
Rhode Island
Massachusetts
Pennsylvania
Missouri
North Dakota
Texas
Colorado
South Carolina
Idaho
Oklahoma
California
Indiana

Ohio
Connecticut
Virginia

RANK

ORDER

ORI INHWD
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1., Party Affiliation and Executive Participation

Before turning to a comparison of executive participa-
tion and legislative participation, it would be ucseful to
compare the party affiliations of the governor and the
lieutenant governor. As the chart indicates, there are only
two lieutenant governors that are of a different party than
the governor. The lieutenant governors of these states
ranked last and second from last in legislative participé-
tion, It is interesting to note that while the governor and
the lieutenant governor within the first five ranked states
are of the same party, both houses of two state legislatures
within the same group are controlled by a different party
than that of the governor and lieutenant governor. Perhaps
the point could be made that in those states where the gover-
nor and lieutenant governor of the same party are allied
against a legislature controlled by a different party, there
tends to be a greater degree of cooperation between the
governor and lieutenant governor than there would normally be

if both branches were controlled by the same party.



TABLE N

PARTY AFFILIATION AND EXECUTIVE PARTICIPATION

STATE

Minnesota
Illinois
Delaware
Nevada
Michigan
Alabama
Kansas
Wisconsin
South Dakota
Vermont
Montana
Washington
Arkansas
Iowa

Georgia

New Mexico
Rhode Island
Magsachusetts
Pennsylvania
Missouri
North Dakota
Texas
Colorado
South Carolina
Idaho
Oklahoma
California
Indiana

Ohio
Connecticut
Virginia(no reply

RANK
ORDER

(o TooSEN B e RN, IV WU RN VI

GOVEENOR LT, GOQV.

[
o

U.’—Um}‘!’:UU’FJUC’UL‘UUU‘;UUUUmUFUWFUFﬁN:—'UUUw:UFUE

DUDWUO0DU00U0 00 o000 Wi oot

SENATE

FOUSHE

Non-partisan

(wR R~ - R--Rwh-rNwl- Rwii Rl N oo Re R-rRel-cli= J=c -t -vE--Rw - B-:No -

(wil=oc - B le o Beli-cle - RBelivivleloRol- ReRwiv - B--B--B--Rel--B-- N} -}

62



63

2. Relationship between Lieutenant Governor's Lezislative

Participation and Fxecutive Participation

The chart below was constructed to determine what rela-
tionship existed, if any, between executive particivnation and
legislative participation, A glance at the executive parti-
cipation rank order column will show that only one of the
first ten ranked states in legislative participation are in-
cluded in the top ten ranked states in the executive parti-
cipation column, Moreover, seven out of the top ten ranked
states in the legislative participation are among the low
ten ranked states in executive participation. Finally, three
ouf of the lowest ten ranked states in legislative participa-~
tion ranked among the first five in executive participation.
Colorado, the first ranked state in legislative participation,
ranked sixteenth in executive participation. Nevada was the
only state that maintained a high degree of participation on
both levels, ranking third in legislative participation and
fourth in executive participation. It would appear then, on
the basis of these findings, that there exists an inverse
ratio between legislative participation and executive partici-
pation, The lieutenant governor that ranks high in legislative
participation tends to rank low in executive participation and
to a lesser degree, vice wersa. The chart reveals that informal

executive participation, on the part of the lieutenant governor,



TABLE O

RELATIONSHIP BETWE™N LEGISL '.TIVE ARD EXECUTIVE PARTICIPATION

LEG. PART. LEG.PART. EXEC.PART. EXEC.PAKT.

STATE RANK ORDIR SCORE RANI CRDER SCORE
Colorado 1 103,.8 23 40
Texas 2 87.3 22 L5
Nevada 3 84.9 A 80
Virginia 4 83.7 31 no reply
North Dakota 5 83.1 21 45
Idaho 6 70.5 25 25
Connecticut 7 68.7 30 0]
Iowa 8 67.8 14 55
Rhode Island 9 67.5 17 50
Indiana 10 66.9 28 15
New Mexico 11 66, 16 55
South Dakota 12 66.0 9 65
Kansas 13 64.8 7 70
South Carolina 14 63.9 24 30
Alabama 15 60.0 6 75
Minnesota 16 60,0 1 115
Vermont 17 56,2 10 65
Wisconsin 18 49.8 8 65
Georgia 19 46,0 15 55
California 20 41.1 27 15
Washington 21 40,6 12 55
Delaware 22 37.5 3 95
Montana 23 34.5 11 60
Pennsylvania 24 32.7 19 50
Arkansas 25 28.5 13 55
Oklahoma 26 28.2 26 20
Missouri 27 27.0 20 45
Illinois 28 25.5 2 100
Ohio 29 24.9 29 10
Michigan 30 13.3 5 75
Massachusetts 31 10.5 18 50
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does not tend to increase the degree of the lieutenant gover-
ﬁor's legislative influence.

A review of the findings thus far indicates that the
lieutenant governor has little influence on the legislative
process., However, legislative influence encompas-es a
broader area than the confines of the legislature. While the
study shows that the lieutenant governor's influence, as per-
ceived by legislators, within the legislative process is rela-
tively slight - this does not mean the lieutenant governor
does not have influence in formulating legislation and devel-
oping support for a legislative program. For this reason,
it is necessary to go outside of the legislative process to
examine ways that a lieutenant governor can exert influence
on the legislative process from without.

Included in the governor's questionnaire were three
questions dealing with the lieutenant governor's role in
lending legislative assistance to the governor., While cues=-
tion five deals with the extent to which the lieutenant gov-
ernor has been asked by the governor to enlist support for
the governor's program within the legislature, questions 6
and 7 relate to legislative participation outside of the legis-
lature.

The chart below presents the totazl number of responses

for each question:



QUESTION NO.* NEVER

SELDOM OCCASIONALLY OFTEN ALYAYS
5 7 5 12 4 2
6 10 7 8 4 1
7 12 12 3 3 0
Total 29 24 23 11 3

*¥Question 5 - To what extent has the lieutenant governor
been asked by the governor to line up support forf his program
in the legislature?

*Question 6 - How often has the lieutenant governor been
asked by the executive office to win the support of key indi-
viduals or interest groups outside of government for one of
the governor's legislative measures?

*Question 7 - How often has the lieutenant governor re-
ceived assignments from the governor to develop & legislative
program?

The chart discloses that a total of 22 governors had
occasionally asked their lieutenant governor to lend assis-
tance to the governor's legislative program. In resoonse to
questions 6 and 7, which deal with legislative assistance
outside the legislature, the chart reveals that seven governors
asked their lieutenant governors for assistance.

To 1llustrate the various ways a lieutenant governor can
exert influence on the legislative process outside of the
legislative arena, an examination of the expsrience of Michi-

gan's lieutenant governor in this respect will serve as a case

in point.
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In June, 1955, Michigan's Governor Williams delegated
to the members of his party on the Administrative Board, the
responsibility of developing the administration's legisla-
tive program for 1956.1 The lieutenant governor was assigned
the task of developing policy and programs in the areas of
highways, labor, e¢ivil defense, aeronautics, military and
veterans affairs, The lieutenant governor held a series of
meetings with the various executive department heads within
the assigned areas and representatives of related interest
groups. These meetings produced ideas that were later to
be drafted into bill form. Following these meetings the
governor would then invite the lieutenant governor and the
department heads of the agencles ascsigned to him into his
office for a progress report, At this time, the lieutenant
governor submitted to the governor a written report out-
lining a tentative legislative program for each department.
Included in the report were recommendations relative to
appropriation requests by the department heads.

The governor and his legislative ascistant exercised
the final authority to accept or reject legislative sugges-

tions from members of the Administrative Board.

1see the Michigan Ma , 1955-56, p. 242,

Members of the Administrative Board include the Qovernor
(chairman), Lieutenant Governor, Secretary of State, Attorney
General, Trezsurer, Auditor General, Superintendent of Public
Instruction and the Highway Commissioner, All but the last
two are of the same party affiliation as the Governor.



During the legislative session, representatives of
interest groups and department heads would consult with the
lieutenant governor concerning the progress of various legis-
lative measures. The lieutenant governor served as a liaison
between these groups and the governor's office. And he kent
the governor's office informed of important developments
relating to tegislation in the areas assigned him,

The legislative participation score sheet in Chapter III
shows that twenty-nine lieutenant governors out of thirty-one

ranked higher in legislative participation than did the

~

lieutenant governor of Michigan. However, the above descrip-

tion of the legislativevassistance given to the governor by
the lieutenant governor indicates that a lieutenant governor
can possess legislative influence of a great degree outside
the confines of the legislature.

In addition to formulating legislation and gaining the
support of interest groups for a particular legislative pro-
gram, there are a variety of other means by which a lieuten-
ant governor can participate to influence legislation.

Coleman Ransone, in his study of the southern governors,
states that:

In situations where the governor's control of
the legislature has been seriously challenged, the
chief executive may resort to anpeals to the people
to build support for his proposals or to defeat
measures which he deems unwise.l

1coleman B. Ransone, Jr., The Qffice of Governor in the

South. Bureau of Public Administration, University of Alabama,

1951, p. 96.
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While appeals to ithe people are not an ade=-
quate substitute for a well-organized bloc in the

legislature, they can be used effectively by a

governor who is a gifted stump speaker to influ-

ence the passage or defeat of individual measures.

Governor Williams, facing a Republican majority 4n
both houses of the Michigan lezislature during his fourth
term in office, has relied heavily on "appeals to the
people™ to influence the legislature in relation to his 9
legislative program. However, this technique is also \
employed by the lieutenant governor as well as other mem-
bers of the administrative team, For example, when the
Michigan legislature recessed in April, 1956 prior to final
adjournment in May, there were thirteen legislative measures
tied up in conference committees., During the latter part
of May, lieutenant Governor Hart embarked on a 1500 mile,
one-week tour of Michican's upper peninsula. In a release
to the press before departing, Mr, Hart said:

My purpose will be to describe the performance

of the legislature as I see it. This includes fail-

ure of the Republican leadership to enact or even

permit debate on many major proposals made by Gover-

nor Williams and the Democratic party.2

During the trip, Hart visited every major city in the
upper peninsula and met with workers, farmers and business-

men, In addition, he appeared on television and made eight

broadcasts., Excerpts of his major talks were distributed

1Ibid., p. 98.
2Excerpt from press release issued April 27, 1956,
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to every daily paper in the upper peninsula and to the various
weekly papers in the area in which he was speaking. A review
of the lieutenant governor's remarks in the press during the
trip will indicate that the dominant theme was criticism of
the legislature for not enacting into law a major portion of
the governor's legislative program,

In addition to political stumping, the lieut=nant gover=-
nor utilizes the press release to influence the passage of a
particular legislative measure that the governor has recommended.

During the special session of 1955 called by Governor
Williams to eliminate the waiting list for mentally retarded
children, Hart used a monthly column written for a trade
journal to put across the Governor's position on mental health.
Copies of this column were distributed to every major labor

weekly in Michigan for publication.
3. Summary

A comparison of the lieutenant governor's legislative
participation with that of his executive participation was
made in Chapter IV, The findings indicate that there is an
inverse ratio between the degree of the lieutenant governor's
executive participation and the extent of his lezislative
participation., Lieutenant governors which were ranked high

by the governor were ranked low by the legislators and vice
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versa., Thlis data doss not supnort the third hyvothesis set
forth in this study.

It i1s also pointed out that the findings in Chapter III
indicated that the lieutenant governor according to the per-
ceptions of legislators, exerts but little influence within
the legislative process., It is possible, however, that the
lieutenant governor, working in close cooperation with the
governor, can influence the formulation and the degree of
supnort for the governor's legislative program from outsice
the legislature.

Indirect lezislative participation falls into two
categories: formulation of legislation and gaining the
support of public and private interest groups for a parti-
cular legislative program. Quite naturally, the latter
type of legislative activity could conceivably bf9perceived
by legislators as political actiwity instead of indirect
legislative participation., Nevertheless, it is possible
that a lieutenant governor could be assigned a relatively
low score in legislative participation by party leaders in
the leglislature and still exert considerables influence on

the legislative process from without.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY

This thesis has been concerned with the role of the
lieutenant governor in the legislative w»nrocess, It re-
presents, to the writer's knowledge, the first attempt to
measure the legislative influence of the lieutenant covernor,

This research project centered on two problems. The
first problem was to determine to what extent the lieutenant
governor participates informally in the legislative process,
The second problem was to discover what factors,if any,
could help explain the extent to which the lieutenant gov-
ernor informally particivates in the legislature,

Chapter III pointed out that nearly 60 per cent of the
total responses recorded for the legislative participation
scale fell in the pever category which indicates that the
legislators viewed the lieutenant governor as a non-parti-
cipant in the legislative process.

Chapter III also disclosed that there are considerable
differences between the lieutenant governors and the degree
to which they participate. The next step was to consider
the eight social, political and biographical variables which
might help exvlain the varying degrees of participation,

Chapter IV centered on determining the relationship
between the lieutenant governor's informal executive partici-

pation and his legislative participation, Brief mention was
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made in Chapter IV of the various ways a lieutenant governor
could conceivably exert influence on the legislative process
outside the confines of the le~islature.,

This thesis focused on three major hypotheses:

(1) The lieutenant governor's extra-legal influence
within the legislative process will be greater if the
legislature is controlled by his political party.

(2) The lieutenant governor's extra-lecral legisla-
tive influence will vary 1in relation to his party status
outside the legislatu-e.

(3) The lieutenzant governor's extra-legal legisla-
tive influence will vary in relation to the degr:e he
participates in informal exccutive functions,

Underlying these hypotheses is the major assumotion,
as stated in Chipter I, that the lieutenant governor's legis-
lative influence will vary in relation to certain social, bio-
graphical and political variables., The followirg eicht varia-
bles were subjected to a comrarative analysis with the lieuten-
ant governor's lerislative participation score: age, occupa-
tion, education, dominant group suvport, public office ex-
perience, party status and political comnosition of the legis-
lature, Out of these eight variables, it was discovered thet

only one varlable was r=lated to legislative participation,
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When comparing the public office experience of the lieutenant
governor to lecislative participation, it wss discovered that
eight of the top ten ranked lieutenant governors in legisla-
tive participation had previous lesislative experience, while
only four of the lowest ten ranked lieutenant gover~ors had
previous legislative exverience.

The nezative findings on the social and biographical
variables that were anticinated to be important, are almost
as Important as the positive findings. No relationship was
found between participation and age, occupation, educaction
or dominant group support.

The above hypotheses assumed that political affiliation
and the party status of the lieutenant governor would be im-
portant factors connected with the lieutenant gover:or's
participation in the legislature.

Another hypothesis, that participation would be greater
if the legislature was controlled by the same political party
as the lieutenant governor, was tested and found lacking in
support by the evidence collected.

The second hypotheslis, that participation would vary in
relation to the lieut2nant governor's party status outside
the legislature, was tested and found not to be supported by

available evidence,
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The third hypothesis, that particip tion would be re-
lated to the degree that the lieutenant governor participates
informally in the executive process, was tested by a question-
naire sent to thirty-six governors and, on the basis of the
findings, not supported. However, it was discovered thet in
seven states the governors reguested the lieutenant governor's
assistance to influence the legislature. Chapter IV pointed
out, in relation to the third hypothesis, that there was an
inverse ratio between legislative participation and execu-
tive participation., The lieutenant governors that were ranked
high by the governors in terms of informal executive partici-
pation, were ranked low by the legislators on legislative
participation, Various methods that the lieutenant governors
could use to influence the legislative process outside of the
legislature were discussed in Chapter IV and it was pointed
out that it was possible for a lieutenant governor to be
ranked low in legislative influence by legislators and still
possess considerabtle legislative influence &s is the case with
Michigan's lieutenant governor,

Examination of the variables tested and their relation-
ship to participation shows that only one stands out as a
erucial variable affecting the legislative decision-making
process., Of all the eight tested, previous legislative ex-

perience seems to be the most important. One variable not



tested was personality which the legislators indicated was an
important factor affecting the degree of the lieutenant gov-

ernor's legislative participation.

1. Proposals for Further Research

The instrument used in this investi-ation was developed
with the assistance of Dr. Hakman and Walt=r DeVries, who
constructed a similar device to measure the participation
of city clerks in municipal decision-making, With prorer
adjustments, similar scales could be deviscd to measure the
legislative influence of the goverror or the influence of
individual legislators,

As mentloned previously, this study represents, to the

writer's knowledge, the first attempt to measure the extra-

legal legislative influence of the lieutznant governor. While

the findings reveal 1little of significance, it is hoped that
this project will add something to the scant body of existing
knowledge about the role of lieutenant governor in the United

States.
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APPENDIX A

stﬂtccf - e a» e wn en en . e s GER e B e @B S e
Licutenant Governor _ _ . o o -

Lt., Govornor's home address

POSITION NAME
Speaker Pro Tempe
Majority Leader
Majority Floor Leader
Minority Leader
Minority Floor Leadecr

Please fill in positiors and names of additional Senate leaders below:

POSITION NAME
Speaker of the House
Speaker Pro Tempe — e e e e e, e et e, e, e, e, — -

Majority Leader

Minority Leader

If you have any lists or booklets which contain the names of com=-
mittees chairmen in both houses, it would be extremely helpful to

our study,
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APPENDIX B

Years spent in Leglsiéfure e o 80
Party Affiliation D Heotud,
PARTIGIPATION-EVALUATION SCALE OF LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR IN THE
LEGISLATIVE PROCESS
A, Circle that choice which most clearly indicates the extent bo
which you have sought information from the Lieutenant Governor
relative to:
1, Operations of an executive agency?
often
never seldon occasionally EAN very often
2. Parlimentary procedure and legislative rules?
never seldon occasionally often very often

3, The Governor's position on a particular legislative measure?

never secldom occasionally often very often

4y Background and qualificat proposed executive appointee?

never seldom occasionally often very often
5. The legislative position of a pressure group?
never seldom occasionally often very often
. Circle that choice which most clearly indicatecs the extent to
which you have sought &dyice from the Lieutenant Governor rela-
tive to?
6, Desirability of sustaining or overriding executive veto?
Never seldon occasionally often very often
7. How to vote on a bill?
never seldon occasionally often very often
8. How to handle a bill considered by your comnittee?
never seldom occasionally often very often
9. The text of a press release?
never seldon ocecasionally often very often
10, The political effects of legislative measures?
occasionally often very often

never seldom

C. Circle that choico which most clearly indicat:s ?he cxtent to
wvhich you have sought the Lisutenant Govornor's influence to:

11, Pasg or defsat a bill in committes, or on the floor, that you
were interested in?
never seldom occasionally often very often

12, To secure an assignment on or affcct the memborship of a

legislative committee?
never seldom occasionally often very often

13, To securc or weaken the support of a pressure group's position
in relation toa logislative neasure?
never seldom occasionally often vory often

14. To make a parliamentary ruling favorable to your legislative
interest?

never seldom ocecasionally often very often

15. Confirm, disapprove, or alter the sclection of an executive
appointee?
never seldon occasionally often very often




APPENDIX C

MIOHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

of Agriculture and Applied Secience - East Lansing

Department of Political Secience

November 4,1955

The writer, with ths coopcration of tho Departmaent of
Political Scienco at Michigoan State University, 18 conducting
a study to determine the lecgislative influence of the Lieute-
nant Govornor,

This entirc project is based upon the cncloscd question-
naire which will be scnt to a fcw party leaders in several
states, Tho main purposec is to rsecord the perceptions of leg-
islative lcadors on thc Licutenent Govornor'!s participation in
tho legislative process,

Conscious of thc many demands upon your timo, we would
approciate it very much if you would takc the five minutes

necessary to fill out the oncloscd questionnaire and return {t
at your carliest convecnioenco.

The rosults will bo written up as statistics and no indi-
vidual namcs or responscs will bc quoted.,

Respoctfully,

Jorry Coomes

Political Scionce Dopartmont

Michigan State University
1002-A Birch Road
East Lansing, Michigen
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P.S.

After complcting questionnaire, would you pleasc list, on
the back, other factors which help to describe the Liesute-
nant Govornor's influence, or lack of it, in thoe Logisla-
ture,



APPENDIX D

(Follow-up letter to Appendix C)

MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

of Agriculture and Applied Science - East Lansing

December 9, 1955.

This letter serves a double purpose. First, may I thank
you again for participating in the Lt. Governor's Legisla-
tive influence project. Secondly I would like to give you
a brief report on its progress.

More than 200 of the 300 Governors, Lt. Governors and Legis-
lators involved in the study have returned their Questionnaires.
However, their efforts and mine will have been in vain unless
the others come in before the Holidays.

Therefore, if you could possibly find several free minutes
today or tomorrow would you please fill out the enclosed
Questionnaire.

May I again remind you that no individual names or
responses will be used in the study and all information
will be written up statistically.

Again, many thanks for your kindness and may you enjoy a
pleasant Holiday Season.

Sincerely,

Jerry Coomes,

Department of Political Science,
1002A Birch,

East Lansing, Michigan
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APPENDIX E 83
THE LIBRiRY OF CGiGRISS

WASIIKITOL 25, D, C,

Legislative Reference Service
THE CRZATION OF THE OFFICE OF LILUTZNANT GOVILKOL:
MOTIVTS UNDEARLYING ITS REJECTICLK BY ELZV3EIN STATEIS
1. Arizons
A convention was held at Phoenix, Arizona, for the purpose of draw-
ing up a state constitution for the Arizona Territory from October 10 -
December 9, 1910, The Arizona constitution was ratified by an election
held February 9, 1911,
No account of ths debatzs has yet been published, and no informa-
tion of a substantive nature concerning the office of lieutenant gover-

nor appears in the Minutes of the Convention.,l/

2. Florida
The precsent Florida constitution as amended, was acdopted in 1385,
and went into effect in 1387.2/
The office of lieutenant governor was first created in Florida
under the constitution of 1865, No provision had been made for this
office by the constitution of 1861, The office of lieutenant governor

was retained by the constitution of 1363, 3/

1/ Minutes of the Constitutional Convention of the Territory of Arizona,
Phoenix, Arizona, Phoeniz Printing Com=-any, 1911,

2/ Doyle, Wilson XK., Angus M. Laird, and S. Sherman Weiss. The Govern-
ment and Administraztion of Florida, New York, Thomas Y. Crowell

, Company, 1954, p.p.20-21,

3/ Ikid., pp.13-19.
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The Constitutional Convention of 1835 abolished the office of
lieutenant governor, vesting the executive powers in ",,.,a Chief
magistrate, who shall be styled the Governor of Florida..."4&/

There is no record in the published proceedings of the Conven-
tion concerning the motives underlying the cecision to abolish the
office 6f lieutenant governor.5/ It is of record, however, that
the Committee on the Executive and Administrative Department ad-
vised the Convention against acceptance of a proposal making provi-
sion for the office of lieutenant governor.b6/ This recommendation

was adopted by the Convention.Z7/

2. Maine

The Maine constitution was adopted by the State convention which
met at Portland on October 29, 1819, and was ratified on December 6,
1819,

The Constitutional Convention was a whole did not debate the
question of establishing the office of lieutenant governor, and Sec-
tion 1, Article V, of the proposed constitution which provides that:
"The supreme executive power of this state shall be vested in a gov-

ernor"8/ passed without debate.9/

L/ Article IV, Executive Department, Section 1, State Constitution of
Floridao ' '

5/ Journal of the Proceedings of the Constitutional Convention of the
State of Florida, Tallahassee, Florida, N,X, Bowen, State Printer,

: 1835,

6/ Ivid., p. 114,

7/ Ibid., p. 121,

8/ Constitution of the State of Maine. Augusta, Maine, Kennebec Journal,

1902, p. 47.

9/ The Debates, Resolutions, and other Proceedings of the Convention of
Delegates, Assembled at Portland on the 11lth, and Continued until
the 20th day of October, 1819, for the purpose of forming a consti-
tution for the State of Maine" Jeremiah Perley. Portland, Maine,
A. Shirley, 18200 Pe 1680
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There was apparently no real sentiment in favor of the office of
lieutenant governor as a part of the executive, as opposed to support
evidenced for a governor's council, which was adopted. It was stated
in debate: "The Liceutenant Governor is given up on all hands, but I
hope we shall preserve the council..."1Q/

The Proceedings give no indication as to the reasons underlying

the lack of support for the creation of a lieutenant governor,

bea  Maryland

The Maryland constitutional convention met at Annapolis from
May 8 - August 17, 1867, The constitution was ratified September
13, 1867,

On a motion the convention directed the Committee on the Ixecu-
tive Department to "inquire into the report upon the expediency of
abolishing the office of Lieutenant Governor..." 11/ In its report
to the Convention, however, this Committee made no recommendation
providing for the office of lieutenant governor. 12/ No debates
upon this question are of record in the Debates. 13/

Uhder the Maryland constitution, the executive power is vested
in the governor, as follows: "Article II., Excutive Department,
Section 1: The executive pow=r of the state will be vested in a

Governor..." 14/

Sa YNow Hampshire
The New Hampshire constitution, later amended, was adopted in 1783,

19/ Ibid., p. 170.
11/ Debates of the Maryland Constitutional Convention of 1867. =Ealtimore,

Twentieth Century Press, 1923. pp.75-76.

12/ Ibid., pp.136-141,

1.3./ m-, pp.l76—1790

14/ Constitution of the State of Maryland. Annapolis, Maryland, The
Advertiser-Republican, 1915. p.l4.
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Owing to fear of a strong executive, derived in part from ex-
periences during the Colonial period, public opinion in New Hampshire
has favored a state administration supervised by a governor and council,

There has been no lieutenant governor of New Hampshire since the Revo-
lution. 15/
There is no record that the question of the office of lieutenant

governor became a subject of debate during the Constitutional Conven-
tion of 1941. 14/
New Jers

The present constitution of New Jersey was drawn up by the state
Convention of 1947,

There was considerable debate regarding the expediency of creat-
ing the office of Lieutenant-Governor., The following excerpts illus-
trate the consensus of opinion expressed before the Committee on the

Executive, Militia, and Civil Officers,.

The Chairman of the Committee, Senator David Van Alstynes;

eeel would like to make a few observations about this sub-
ject of a Lieuten2nt Governor. The only argument I have heard
in favor of it is that if the Goveranor uses the Lieutenant Gov-
ernor it might save him some time. But I think it is a very
bad set-up that in the United States Government, and in some
states, the people el=sct a Vice-President or a liesutenant Gov-
ernor who becomes the presiding officer of the Senate. I
cannot be convinced that the office of presiding officer can-
not better be filled with a man elected from their own member-
"ship than with one elected for them by the people., UNor can I
be convinced that that same Senate cannot appoinrt more intelli-
gent committees which will function better than those appointed
by a man who comes from outsice and who may never have served
in the Senate or in the Legislature at all. I think that is a
very grave weaknecs in our Tederal Constitution., If the feel-
ing is that we should have a Lieutenant-Governor as an assis-
tant to the Governor, I would certainly hope that he would not
be made the President of the Senate... 17/

15/ Kalijarvi, Thorsten V., and William C, Chamberlin. The Government
of New Hampshire. Durham, N.H,, The University of N.H.,1939,p.36.
16/ Jouranl of the Convention to Levise the Constitution. Manchester,li.H.,
Granite State Press, 1942.
17/ State of New Jersey Constitutional Convention of 1947. Bayonne,
l'ew Jersey, Jercey Printins Company, 1953. v.V. pp.l4-15.
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Former Governor lior~an F, Larson:

Your arguments are well taken, Senator. You mi;ht have a
lieutenant covernor not at all in harmony with the majority of
the Senate, and he wou1ld g=t in there and appoint all the
committees. That 1s one of the objections to havinrg the
Lieutenant-Governor in the Scenate, and it has been objected
to strenuously in other states...l3/

Covarmnor Alfrod E, Driccolls

eeesl Nave zgivon coms considerction to the poseibility of
our incorporatins in the Constitution provision for a Lieute-
nant Governor, There are argunents in favor of our having a

Lieutenant-Governor, The cduti-s that fall upon the Governor,
even today undsr our peculiar Constitution, are complex and
burdensome. A Lieutenant Governor devoting full time to the
task would be extremely helpnful. On the other hand the pre-
sent arrancement has wovk=sd out reasonably satis 'actorily,
and I personally would be content if this convention chose to
follow precedent in thet respect...l2/

assoir, Farleys

Governor, if this Committee determined that a Lieutenant
Governor would be practical, what would be tlhe duti-s, in your
viewpoint, of a Lieutenant-Governor?

Governor Driscolls

Firet and Forenost
Govarnor upon nis desth
as Governor; and to assis
most important business i

o serve in the place ancd stead of tle
r resiznation, or inability to serve

the Governor in tae nconaz-ounent of the
the State of ew Jercey today...20/

eesThere has besn gulite a 1littls diccussion, and it has re-
volved more or less around tuis thought: Il we do have a Lieute-
nant-Governor, what would his dutizs be, If he dozcn't preside
in the Senate, as he does in most states, and if he should hapien
to be of the party opposite to the governor, would the Governor
want to delegate any duticzs to him? If he were in the sane
party as the Governor, and they were in fellowship togetuer,
they might get along very w211,

Then, following that line of reasoning, in order that there
misht not be any question of rivalry, -that is, the Lieutenant-
Governor getting this assignment and then becoming a cancdicate
against the Governor, if he had the power of succession, do you
think that would be overcom2 in the Constitution, if we do agree

2
A2
29

/
/
/

Loc. Cit.
.Ibiﬂ-, p.32.
Ibid., p.34.
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to set up a Lieut~-nant-Governor, were we to provide that a
Lieutenant Governor could not becore Governor except after
having served as Lieutenant Governor for, say, eight years,
or something of that sort? You would eliminate the human
equation, and the Governor could then feel free to assign hinm
any duties he wantz2d to because at the end of his term he
would be through,

Former Governor Harold G, Noffman:

I don't know that the restriction should be made a con-
stitutional mendate. Personally I have never been atle to
get nyself vary worked up about tiae importance of a Lieute-
nant Governor. Unless the Lieutenunt Goverior should also
become the President of the Senate - and then, of cource,
he wo1d have some powers - I think you would find tihat if
you provided for a Lieutenant Governsr, he would wind upn as
almost solely a social accessory to the Executive Office...21/

Former Governor A, Harry lloores

Well, of course, there is much to be said for and against
a Lieutenant-Governor, Some may say it is only an extra posi-
tion, On the othsr hand, he could be of value to the Gover-
nor in many ways. He could be the presiding officer of the
Senate, The Lieutenant Governor, of course, would be elected
at the same time as the Governor. He would reprecsent all the
people, whzreas the Presicent of the Senate only represents
one county and moves along usual"y by seniority, without re-
gard, perhaps, to his ability. As the reonresentative of one
county he probably would not be in the same position as a man
who had been elected by all of the people of the state, I
don't think it is a too important question...22/

The Committee on the Executive, Militia, and Civil Officers voted
on June 26, 1947, against the creation of the office of lieutznant
governor, The debate as recorded was as follows:

"Feller moved for a Lieutznant Governor, elected by the
people, but not to preside over the Senate. DMNotion seconded.

"Farley opoosed the motion; he prefers present method.

"Fellror: 36 states now have lieutenant governors. UNew
Jersey is the most populous of the remaining 12,

"Mjller: TRead section on the lieutenant goverror from the
New York Constitution., In New York the lieutenant-governer has
succeeded six times, so one seems to be needed.

21/ Ibid., p. 54.
22/ Ibid., pp.70-71.
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"Spmith:s Opposed to lieutenant-governor; feels people would
disregard him in voting, and he would be picked for political
reasons only,

"igcers: Cannot see that the lieutenant governor would
have any useful function.

"Motion lost, 6 to 3..." 23/
7. Oregon

The Oregon Constitutional Convention met at Salem, August 17, 1357,
and its deliberations were concluded September 15, 12857. The Constitu-
tion was ratified by a special election held November 9, 1857, 2./

There is no record in the debates pertaining to consideration
of the office of lieutenant governor. It is 1likely, howev:r, as in
the case of most stat-s which have dispensed with tiis office, that it
was considered an unwa-'ranted expense., A proposal to combine the
offices of governor and state tr-asurer was put forwar-d on grouncs of
economy, which, however, was defeated largly on the basis of arguments
that there should be no combinations of offices differing from tuocse
in other states. 25/

A~ticle V, Executive Department, Section Ho. 1 provides: M"The
chief exscutive power of the state, shall be vested in a Governor..." 26/

8. Tennessee

The state constitution was adontzd by thes Convention held at Nash-
ville on February 23, 1870.

At that time a resolution was offer=d providing for the estab-
lishment of the office of lieutenant governor, as follows:

"Resolv=:d, That there be an election for Lt. Governor on

the same day (Govarnor's election) who shall possecs the same
qualifications as the Governor: The Lt. Governor shall be ex

23/ Ibid., p. 139.
24/ The Oregon Constitution and Proceedinzs and Debates of the Constitu-

;iopal Convention of 1357, Salem, Oregon,State Printiny Department,
0200 . 27.
25/ Inids) nh: 584 000,
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officio President of the Senate, but shall have no vote except

in a tie vote of Senators., In event of death, resignation, re-

moval from office, or absence from the state, the Lt. Governor

shall discharge the duties of the Governor." 27/

This resolution, however, was not adopt-d¢ by tlhe Convention. The
Journal does not include any account of the arguments precent=d during
the consideration of the proposed amendment,

In Tennessee the executive power continued to be exercised by
the governor as provided in Sention 1 of Article III which was re-
commended by the convention committ=ze and adopted without amendment:
"Section I, The supreme executive powver of this state shall be vested
in a governor." 23/

9., Uta}h

The Utah Constitutional Convention met on March 4, 1895, The
proposzd state Constitution was ratified by the electorate on Novem-
ber 5, 1395, 29/

The question of including the Lieutenant governor amonc the state
executive officers was raised at the Utah constitutiornal convention on
April 3, 1895, when an amcndment to this effect was offered for concid-
eration by the Committee of the Wholz as an amendment to Section 1.

The following are excerpts taken from the ensuinz debate upon the
que-tion of establishing the office of lieutenant governors:

"Mr, Kearng: Mr., President, I hope that the motion will
not prevail, It is unnccessary to create any extra offices.

We find thirteen states in the Union that are all of more

consequence and with more inhabitants and wesalthier states
than this that get along without a lieutenant g¢overnor,

27/ Jourmal of the Procsedin:s of the Convantion of Delezates., Nash-
ville, Tennessee, Jones, Purvie, and Company, 1370. p. 34.

28/ Ibvid., p. 423.

29/ State and Local Government in Utan. Salt Lake City, Utah, Utah
Foundation, 1954. p. 19.
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Azain I find that the secretary of stete 1s an office that
contains a 7cod cezal mor=s responsibility, VWe are apt to 72t a
bettz> reor:centative in the office for secretary ol stcte than
we are for liputnnint zovernor, and I do not sse wiy at tiis
time we should create that office. I think it is unnecessary.
I hope this motion will not prevail,

m

d‘

- (Veber), Mr, Chairuan, I am of the opinion
that my frlena s argument is not good, that because thirteen
stat s do not have a ;ood thingr, that we, the last state, schould
not n=ave 1t I certainly think that a liecutenant ~overnor is a
necessary party in the executive department, and I think the
for several reasons, The first reason is that under all of t:e
constitutions of all the stat-s a lieutenant goverror is the
precsiding office~ of the senatz...He is an incifferent officer,
he is a man there without a vote., He presides over that senate
impartially. I say that is a good reacon for havinz a liemute-
nant governor, Another reason for it is that when the people
come to vote for governor or lieutenant governor or secre ary
of state they know who they are choosing to be their governors
and they express their choice, that the man that is named as
lieutenant govsrnor in the abrence of the gove nor or in the
case of h's death or disability. You take the secretary of
state. He is elected to perform other duties entirely, and I
say should not chanve thae form of government so as to diverge
from the constitutions of almost all of the states...

M-, Vgrian: Mr, Chairman, I simply want to explain the
matter as it appear-d to tae comnittee, Ve felt that which-
ever way this was reported it would not meet with the approba-
tion of the entire convention, That is, if it rerort-d a
lieutenant coverror, nrrhacvs we would find a feeling or cdisposi-
tion to strike it out; but tlese were the reasons that moved
the committee to eliminate from the government the lieutenant
governor: TFirst, tane object, of course, was to economize &8
much as could be done consistently with public good, and tnien
it w's concidered that the ¢ffice was hardly worth the keepning.
We could not afford to pay the State officer. ‘'.e cannot afford
to pay a lieutenant goverror. At least the comnmittee so con-
sidered it,

It is a hich office, and, as suggested, might perhaps
assume a still hirhe> function in caces of the deauh or dis-
ability of the governor, I huve noticed in the =2xperience
that I haove hed in this matter that the rasult was about in
this wise: The State providzss for the office of liesutenant
governor, When he is elccted he knows thot he will receive
no salary. Hde knows that there is mo-e or lecss dignity attached
to it. Some brizht nan runs for the office and the moment he
gets there he looks about him and sees that all the oth-r officers
are getting pretty good salaries and uell tcken care of by the
state. Every meeting of the lerislature I have to go ticre and
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give my time for the state at a small pzr diem., I do not think
it is right., His frienis bezin to think so too. The raesult is
they commence to hatch up some legislative scheme to provide
emoluments for him...

"ir, Iving: Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Weber (ir.
Kimball), wio moves as an amendnent to this article thnat this
additional office be created, gives as his reasons, first, that
the lieutenant governor is president of the senate, and second,
that when the people =lect a lisutenant goverwvor, they inow
that the nan they choose will, in care of tae disability of the
governor, act in uis stead, and he advanced no other reasons.
Now, gentlemen, iesn't it a fact that there will be among the
twenty-five men or more who may be chosen to the senate of this
state some one man that will be just as amply capable of acting
as president of the senate as the lieutenant governor might be?
Is it not also a fact that the people, understanding when they
choose a secretary of state that he will be governor of this
territory in case of the disability of the chief executive,
would be just as li%ely to choose an efficient governor direct?
In the first place, this scction as it stands, has in view
economy. The committee did not think that a multiplicity of
offices should be created where they could be consistently dis-
pensed with,

In looking over the constitutions of other states, we find
that the lieutenant governor as a rule, is a salaricd officer,
If the plan that has been suggested snall be carried out the
officers of this State will be salaried officers, and in that
event a lieutenznt governor would receive a salary, wanich in
many of the state constitutions I have examined is made about
half that of the chief executive. Under those conditions it
does not seem to me that it is unnecessary. While it is true
that in a majority of the states the office of lieutenant gov-
ernor is created, it is also true that in some of the states
which have been more recently admitted to the Union the secre-
tary of state performs the duties of governor during his dis-
ability, and it was with this in view that the section was
passed in the committee as it is...

The amendment providing for the creation of the office of
lieutenant governor was rejescted. 30/ '

92

3Q/ Official Report of the Proceedings and Debates of the Conven-

tion, Salt Lake City, Utah, Star Printing Company, 1223,
pp. 653-6560 VOl. IO
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The present West Virginia constitution was adorted by the state
Convention which met at Charleston in 1372,

Amonz the changes in the Constitutional system macde by this Con-
vention was the abolition of the office of Lieutenant-Governor, which
had existed under the first VWeet Virginia Constitution of 1863, At
this time it was provided that, in the event of a vacancy the presi-
dent of the senate and the speaker of the House should, in turn,
succeed to the governorship. "...Although amendments to ti:e Consti-
tution calling for the reinstatement of the office of lieutenant
governor have since been submitted to the peorle on each occasion
they have been emphatically turned down..." 31/

", e.From time to time amendments to the Constitution have been
proposed calling for the creation of this office, but always it hecs
been rejescted by the voters..." When such an amendment was submitted
in 1930, the vote was 43,731 in favor, 172,703 against." 32/

"...The chief purpose of the office (of lieutenant governor) is
to provide a successor to the governor in times of emergency, and the
West Virginia electorate considers that such an ermergsncy had been
satisfactorily provided for without the creation of an additional
office..." 33/

A resolution was offered to the Constitutional Convention of 1372
provicding for the office of lieutenant governor: M"Resolved, That the

Committee on the Executive Department inquire into the expediency of

93

31/ Lambert, Oscar Doane, West Virginia anc its Governnent. Boston, D.C.

Heath and Company, 1951. p. 149.
32/ Ibid., p. 244,
33/ Ibid., p. 245.
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providing in the Constitution for the election of a Lieutenant Gover-
nor who shall preside over the Senate..." 34/

However, in the report of the Committee of the Whole on the report
of the Committee on the Ixecutive Department, tue provisions in the
Constitution of 1363 relating to the office of Lieuten=nt Governor were
deleted. These comprised articlzss 13,19, and part of article 20, 25/

The Jourral docs not include the substance of the Constitutional
debates.

The Vyoming Constitutional Convention mct at Cheyenne, September
2-30, 1299, The Constitution was ratified by the electorate on Nov-
ember 5, 1329, 356/

The guestion of establishfng the office of lieutenant governor
did not arice during the debate by tlhe Convention ac a whole upon the
executive branch of government, and there is no recoré¢ that any pro-
posal recommending a lieutenant governor was ever put forward for its
consideration, Section 1, Article IV, of the provosed draft providing
that "The executive power chall be vested in a sove-nor..." was acdopted

as recomnended by the committee on the executive, 37/

34/ Journal of t.e Constitutional Convention. Charlecton, Henry S,
Walker, 1772. p. 34.

35/ Report of the Comnittee of the Whole, Ibid., p. 7, alro pp.134-18%,
2%/ Herman I, Trachsel and Talph . Wacde., The Governnent ard Aéminis-
tration of Vyvonin:., MNew Yor', Thomss ¥, Crowell Companry. 1

op. 12-15.

37/ Tor the debates upon th: exacutive departmeont, see: Journal and
Debateos of tia Constituticonral Convention of the State of Vyoning.
Cheyenne, Wyoming, The Daily Sun, Book and Job Printins, 1393,

pp' 460—4750
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(Coris W, Jones
Govarnment Division
Tebruary 2, 1956)
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APPENDIX F

January 17, 1956

Mr, Jerry Coomes
10024, Birch
East Lansing, Michigan

Dear Mr, Coomes:

Reference is made to your January 10 inquiry regarding your
MSU study on the Lieutenant Governor's office.

The position of Lieutenant Governor of the State of Tennessee
was specifically created by Chapter 49 of the Public Acts of 1951.

Prior to that time there was cause for some confusion or legal
question regarding the succession to the governorship under particular
circumstances. The Constitution provides that in event of a vacancy
the succession to the governorship would be first the Speaker of the
Senate and then the Speaker of the House.

The timing of elections to the Tennessee Legislature are first,
the primary, in August of the even-numbered years, and then the
regular election in November. The Senate and the House, upon convening
in January of the odd-numbered years, selects from among their number
a Speaker. As an outgrowth of litigation dealing with matters not
specifically oriented to the speakership, it had been held in the
courts that a legislator who, by preference or circumstance, has not
survived a race in the primary and was not elected in the November
election was not a member of the Legislature during that interval
between November and the convening of the new legislature in January.
Therefore, should a vacancy occur between November and January there
would be quite a vacuum if the resvective Speakers had not sought
and secured re-election, and even if they had, it probably would mean
a quick special session of the Senate in order to organize itself to
provide a Speaker,

In view of this situation Chapter 99 of the Public Acts of 1941
had provided the Secretary of State should succeed to the governorship
if the office of Speaker of the Senate should be vacant.

It so happens that the Secretary of State in Tennessee is elected
for a four-year $erm by the concurrent action of both Houses of the
Legislature. Thus, as it has often been pointed out, the Secretary
of State does not stand for election before the entire people of this
state., Over the years there has been some skepticism of the probability
of a non-elective person succeeding to the governorshir,
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Mr, Jerry Coomes -2 - Januery 17, 1956

This, then, is the background of the conscious action taken as
Chapter 49 of the Public Acts of 1951 to create the office of
Lieutenant Governor and the presumption is (and it is certainly
not spelled out in that Act) that under Section 5, Article 7 of
the Constitution, "Every officer shall hold his office until his
successor is elected or appointed, and gualified",

I hope that this relatively non-legal resume will be helonful
in your studies,

Yours very truly

(signed)

Harold V. Miller
Executive Diresctor

HVM:bjm
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Nevada
Colorado
Texas

Idaho
Virginia
South Dakota
Minnesota
North Dakota
New Mexico
Rhode Island
South Carolina
California
Pennsylvania
Wisconsin
Jowa
Connecticut
Indiana
Kansas
Vermont
Montana
Alabama
Missouri
Delaware
Georgila
Illinois
Washington
Arkansas
Dhio
Oklahoma
Michigan
Massachusetts

INFOTMATION

40.0
37.0
35.0
35.0
33.7
31.0
31.0
28.3
28.3
27.5
26,0
25.0
25,0
25.0
24.0
24 .0
23.5
23.3
21.2
20.0
20,0
17.0
16,6
16.0
14.4
13.6
12.5
12.5
11,2
8.3

5.0

APPENDIX H

STATE

Colorado
North Dakota
Connecticut
Virginia
Texas
Nevada
New Mexico
Indiana
Kansas
Minnesota
Delaware
Wisconsin
Alabama
ermont
South Dakota
Rhode Island
Idaho
South Carolina
Jowa
Montana
Georgla
Washington
California
Ohio
Pennsylvania
Arkansas
Illinois
Missouri
Oklahoma
Massachusetts
Michiran

ADVICE

24.0
31.7
31.5
23.7
23.6
22,5
21.6
1902
18.3
18.0
16.6
16.2
16.2
15.0
15.0
13.9
1302
13,0
12.0
11.2

=
HHWOOII®BOOH

WHMMOoONUMMIWMWO OO

STATE INFLUENCE
Colorado 33.0
Texas 28,7
Virginia 26,2
Rhode Island 26,2
Iova 26.0
Indiana 24 .2
Alabama 24.0
Kansas 23.3
South Carolina 23.0
Nevada 22.5
Idaho 21.7
Vermont 20,0
South Dakota 20,0
North Dakota 20,0
Georgila 17.0
Delaware 16,6
New Mexico 16,
Washington 16.2
Connecticut 12.5
Minnesota 11.0
Oklahoma 10.5
Arkansas 8.7
Wisconsin 8.7
California 6.2
Illinois WA
Massachusetts L3
Ohio 4ol
Missouri 40
Montana 3.6
Michigan 3.2
Pennsylvania 0.0
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APPENDIX I

QUESTION KQ. NZVER  SELDCM OCCASIONATLY ORTEN V' EY QFT=N
1 98 35 37 8 0
2 64 34 47 25 6
3 81 47 34 11 5
4 26 34 33 13 1
5 85 47 26 15 1
6 148 22 9 0 1
7 129 30 17 3 0
8 102 34 35 3 3
9 120 33 18 6 0

10 79 40 39 21 2

11 9% 37 32 10 3

12 104 22 26 19 4

13 113 30 23 10 0

14 125 25 23 6" 2

15 145 17 15 3 0

Total 1,583 487 AVA 153 28

% of Total

Response 59.4% 18.4% 15.5% 5.7% 1%

99
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APPEKNDIX J

MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

OF AGRICULTURE AND APPLIED SCIENCE ¢ BAST LANSING

DEPARTMENT OF POLITICAL SCIENCE

The writer, with the cooperation of the Department of Political
Science at Michigan State University, is conducting a study to deter-
mine the extent of the Lieutenant Governor's participation in the
legislative process,

Your office, like that of its national counterpart, the Vice=
Presidency, is drawing increased attention from political scientists,
But aciually, there is very little existing data concerned with your
office; and, to my knowledge, this study 1s the first of its kind,

Questiornaires will be sent to party leaders in both houses to
determine the extent of your legislative participation, But to make
this data meaningful, we need your cooperation to supply a few
biographical facts,

Conscious of the many demands upon your time, it would be
very mach appreciated if you could take the four minutes it requires
to fill out the enclosed questionnaire and return it at your earliest
convenience,

The results of this study will be written up as statistics
and no individual names or responses will be quoted, If, upon its
completion you desire to learn the results of the study, please
check the box below,

Respectfully,

Jerry Ooomes,

1002~-A Birch Road
Michigan State University
East Lansing, Michigan.
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PP
PPEN

A
A

POLITICAL BACKGROUND QUESTIONAIRE OF LIDUTENANT GOVERNOR

How long have you becen a member of gour political party?
Please 1list positions held in your party organization,

Rosition Time

W ;

fhaF is the extent of your public office expsrience? Please

indicate in third column whother the position was an elected (E)

appointed (4), or a Civil Service (ng once )
Position

zZ,

3.

b A T

From which clement of your party do you receive the most
support? Answer by listing those clements which gave nost
support down to the least.

A. Urban C. Suburban E. Labor G. Lg. Commorcial
B. Rural D. Religipus F. Agricultural H, Sm. Business
1% L 7o
i Sl SRS

SRR i T

o your position

Would you say your nomination was due mainly t
tside of politics?

in the party or to your position or actions ou

Did the present Governor support your nomination? yes HOR

najority grour of your party?

Do you represent the min rity or
e e e e - e T
e L PR e L

List some important functions of the Lieutenant Governor in
addition to substituting for the

of the Scnatec.

Govornor and nrcsidinq offiticien

1.
2.
25

Are you forpmally or informally included in the Governor's

Advisory Council? Circlc.
Position Function

sons on back of this page, which would
or lack

Please 1ist other rea
further describe the Lieutenant Governor's influence,

of it, in the legislature.
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PPENDI
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o
N

BIOGRAPHICAL QUESTIONAIRE OF LEUTENANT GOVERNOR

1, Age
2, Occupation
3. Formal Education: Grade School only
Completed High School
Some College
Completed College
Graduated, or Professional Degree
4s Legal residence
Size of reosidence
How many years lived there ____
5. Prodominant cconomic make-up of home community. .
agricultural ___ indus _oomr rcia — 14
(s For what reasons would your bec an asset or liability
in an election?
- #: — S—
2% o
3.
7+ Organization affiliations: List variou; orggniza?%g 2 ZOZPEC;U
long to in cach category and indicate those in which yo e ar
officer,
Office
Fraternal SR S o _
Veterans = -
Busincss
Farm
Professional __
Religious
Social
Labor
Other
s mo i 2
8., Which of the above organizations gave you the most politica
support?
SR T e R S Tl =
9., Plcase list any other rcasons that would help to explain why

you were a successful candidate for Licutenant Governor.
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LIEUTENANT GOVE

OR'S EXECUTIVE PARTICIPATION QUESTIONAIRE

These questions
the amount of

o obtain your judgement relative to
overnor's assistance to the Governor,

1, How often has the Lieutenant Governor been present at
executive pol ngs?
never, occasionally often__ always___

Remarks:

2, How frequently

Lieutenant Governor been consulted on

important executi

sterant Governor
ive veto?

often__ always__.

4. How often has the Lieutenant Governor represented the Governor

at official

occasionally_ often al

by the

5 To what exte
S gislature?

Governor to

never. seldom ocgasionally O e e always__

Remarks? =

6. How often has the Liecutenant Governor been asked by the execu-
tive office to win the support of key individuals or interest
groups outside of government for one of the Governor's legis-
lative measures?

never___ seldom___ occasionally often_ always___

Remarks:

7. How often has the Lieutenant Governor received assignments
from the Governor to develop a legislative program?

never._. eeldom___ occasionally_ often___ always___

Remarks :

8, Please mention on back of this page any other factors related
to the Lieutenant Governor's participation on the executive
level which would tend to affect his influence or lack of it
in the Legislatures
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APPENDIX M

Follow-un letter sent to governors, 1lt, governors and legislators)
MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

OF AGRICULTURE AND APPLIED SCIENCE ¢ EBAST LANSING

DEPARTMENT OF POLITICAL SCIENCE

A ghort time ago your office was sent a questionnaire
from the Department of Political Science at Michigan State
University. May I take a few minutes of your time to explain
its purpose and value?

First, this study represents the final requirement for
a Master's Degree in Political Science.

The study involves the Governors, Lieutenant Governors
and Party Leaders in the 37 states where the office of
Lieutenant Governor exists in the United States.

A great many of the above have been kind enough to
complete their questionnaire and return it. However, since
the entire project i1s based solely on the questionnaire
method = the study will fail unless the few outstanding
questionnaires can be returned soon.

It was my hope to visit a number of the states and
obtain the information first hand., Failing, I have resorted
to this method which, of cnurse, makes your cooperation
essential to the suseess of the project.

May I thank you again for your time and leave you
with the assurance that my avpreciation 1s imost sircere.

Respectfully yours,

Jerry Coomes
10024 Birch Road
East Lansing, Michican
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